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ABSTRACT 
USING PEERS AS INTERVENTION AGENTS TO IMPROVE THE SOCIAL 
BEHAVIORS OF ELEMENTARY-AGED CHILDREN WITH 
ATTENTION DEFICIT HYPERACTIVITY DISORDER: 
EFFECTS OF A PEER COACHING PACKAGE 
MAY 2007 
PAMELA J. PLUMER, B.A., UNIVERISTY OF MASSACHUSSETS, AMHERST 
M.Ed., UNIVERISTY OF MASSACHUSSETS, AMHERST 
Ph.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Professor Gary Stoner 
This study investigates the effects of peer coaching, a peer-mediated 
intervention package, on the positive social behaviors of children with Attention Deficit 
Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD). A single-subject, ABAB design is used with 3 
elementary-aged students in grades 3 and 5. Following a baseline period, peer coaching 
activities are introduced, which involve daily social goal setting, the coach providing 
feedback, and both students rating the performance of the focus student in order to earn 
a weekly reward. The students are supervised by an adult during a weekly meeting. A 
return to baseline phase follows the first peer coaching phase. The final phase of the 
study includes a re-introduction of the peer coaching activities. Results suggest that the 
peer coaching package led to improvements in positive social behaviors during recess 
for 2 out of 3 students. Contributions to current literature are discussed and 
implications for future studies are provided. 
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CHAPTER 1 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
Introduction 
Children with Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) display 
disruptive behaviors that are difficult to manage at home as well as in the classroom. 
These problem behaviors include impulsivity, hyperactivity, and inattention that lead 
often to academic, behavioral and social difficulties. Since it is estimated that 3-5% of 
American schoolchildren can be diagnosed with ADHD (Barkley, 1998; DuPaul & 
Stoner, 2003), empirically supported classroom-based interventions are needed to meet 
the needs of this population of students. 
Difficult to manage classroom behaviors of children with ADHD include out-of- 
seat behavior, talking-out, interrupting, and off-task behavior. Recent work suggests that 
difficulty with behavioral inhibition appears to be the main force behind the behavior 
problems of children with ADHD (Barkley, 1997a). Children with ADHD have 
difficulties preventing themselves from impulsive responding and difficulty stopping an 
ongoing response. This lack of behavioral inhibition could explain why children with 
ADHD display high levels of intrusive, impulsive, and disruptive behaviors. 
Social Difficulties of Children with ADHD 
The classroom problem behaviors of children with ADHD place them at risk for 
significant academic and behavioral problems. These intrusive behaviors also lead to 
social difficulties, particularly with their peers. Such social problems, apparently due to a 
lack of behavioral inhibition, involve children with ADHD often interrupting 
conversations, trying to solve problems in an aggressive manner, and having poor 
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conversational skills (Barkley, 1997a). These difficulties may be due to the fact that 
children with ADHD are less able to value future social consequences over immediate 
ones (Barkley, 1997a). Social problems experienced by children with ADHD have led 
some researchers to suggest that disturbed peer relations could be considered a defining 
characteristic of the disorder (Landau, Milich, & Diener, 1998; Landau & Moore, 1991; 
Whalen & Henker, 1991). while the social impairments of children with ADHD have also 
been described intervention-resistant (Hinshaw, 1992). Recognizing the consequences of 
poor social relationships in children with ADHD, Pfiffner, Calzada, and McBurnett 
(2000) state, “Impaired social functioning of this population of youngsters is one of the 
most debilitating aspects of their disorder, with serious long term-consequences” (p. 689). 
Children with ADHD are often boisterous, overbearing, and annoying playmates, 
and they experience high levels of peer rejection (Landau et al., 1998). Their 
inappropriate behaviors influence how they interact with their peers (DuPaul & Barkley, 
1992). In sociometric ratings, children with ADHD receive more negative ratings than 
typical peers and experience higher rates of peer rejection (Landau & Moore, 1991; 
Milich & Landau, 1982). In a study examining the aspects of peer relationships that are 
impaired for children with ADHD, Hoza, Mrug et al. (2005) found that 52% of the 
children with ADHD in the study were of rejected status based on peer ratings. 
Additionally, children with ADHD have been found to overestimate their social 
competence when compared to adult reports, indicating that they possess inflated self¬ 
perceptions in areas of actual deficits (Hoza, et al. 2004). 
There is evidence that peer rejection predicts current and life-long social problems 
in relationships with others (Asher, 1990; Barkley, 1998). Children with ADHD 
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experience large amounts of negative teacher attention (Flicek & Landau, 1985; Whalen, 
Henker, & Dotemoto, 1981). which predicts peer rejection (Landau & Milich, 1990). 
Also, juvenile delinquency and increased school drop-out rates are linked to low peer 
acceptance (Parker & Asher, 1987). These problems are particularly troubling because a 
child's social status can be established when they are as young as seven-years-old, and 
how they are perceived is extremely difficult to change over time (Hoza, Mrug et ah, 
2005; Landau & Moore, 1991). The Multimodal Treatment of Children with ADHD 
(MTA) study involved a comprehensive treatment program with multiple components, 
including strategies targeting social relationships of children with ADHD. Study results 
documented social improvements for participants as rated by their teachers and parents. 
However, when rated by their peers, children with ADHD from all intervention groups 
remained significantly impaired in peer relationships at the end of the study (Hoza, 
Gerdes et ah, 2005). This lack of improvement is concerning because the authors note, 
“the MTA represents the most intensive, long-term treatment study of children with 
ADHD accomplished to date” (Hoza, Gerdes et ah, 2005, p. 83). Due to the pervasive 
nature of the social difficulties experienced by children with ADHD, intervention 
methods specifically targeting these problems are needed. 
Intervention Strategies 
Many interventions exist that help reduce the problem behaviors of children with 
ADHD. Commonly implemented interventions shown to be efficacious with students 
with ADHD are psychostimulant medication (e.g., methylphenidate) and contingency 
management procedures (e.g., token reinforcement and response cost). While these two 
intervention strategies are effective for reducing academic and behavioral problems 
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(DuPaul, Guevremont, & Barkley, 1991; DuPaul & Rapport, 1993; MTA Cooperative 
Group, 1999; Rapport, Murphy, & Bailey, 1980), they have been less effective in 
remediating social and/or peer relationship difficulties among children with ADHD 
(Mrug, Hoza, & Gerdes, 2001; MTA Cooperative Group, 1999; Pelham & Bender. 1982). 
In comparison to intervention studies focused on academic and behavioral problems, 
there have been relatively few studies on interventions that primarily target the social 
difficulties of children with ADHD. Thus, there is a continued need for further 
evaluation and development of interventions to address the social problems experienced 
by these children. 
Social Skills Training 
Social skills training programs often focus on training students in areas such as 
cooperation, assertion, responsibility, self-control, and empathy (Elliott & Gresham, 
1993). These programs typically have four objectives: promoting skill acquisition, 
enhancing skill performance, removing competing behavior problem behaviors, and 
facilitating generalization and maintenance (Gresham, 2002). 
Although social skills training interventions are frequently implemented to 
improve the social functioning of children with ADHD, a review by DuPaul and Eckert 
(1994) found little evidence supporting the efficacy of such programs for this population 
of children. A recent review (de Boo & Prins, 2007) included six social skill intervention 
studies and found four studies (Antshel & Remer, 2003; Frankel, Myatt, Cantwell, & 
Feinberg, 1997; Miranda & Presentacion, 2000: Pfiffner & McBurnett, 1997) that 
demonstrated positive effects and could be noted as having experimental empirical status. 
However, the authors note, “a ‘well-established’ intervention for the serious and 
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persistent social problems in children with ADHD is not available and the development 
of such an intervention is sorely needed" (de Boo & Prins, p. 14). 
While recent studies have indicated some promise for social skills interventions, a 
number of factors limit the use of traditional social skills interventions when working 
with children with ADHD. There is evidence to suggest that in many traditional 
approaches to social skills interventions there is a failure to match the intervention to the 
specific type of social skills problem that as student is experiencing (Gresham, 2002). 
Quite often, interventions are implemented in a “one-size-fits-all" approach without first 
considering the specific social skills deficit of the child. 
Many researchers have concluded that the types of social problems exhibited by 
children with ADHD are likely the result of performance rather than skill deficits 
(Barkley, 1997a; Landau et al., 1998; Loney & Milich, 1982). While children with 
ADHD can often report how they are supposed to behave, they do not consistently 
exhibit appropriate social skills (DuPaul & Stoner, 2003, Landau et al., 1998). In regard 
to social problems of children with ADHD, Barkley (1997a) states ‘’the problem, then, for 
those with ADHD is not one of knowing what to do, but one of doing what they know 
when it would be most adaptive to do so" (p. 244). 
A criticism of social skills training programs is the failure to adhere to an 
important intervention element when working with children with ADHD, which is 
intervening at the point of performance (DuPaul & Stoner, 2003). Interventions for 
children with ADHD are most effective when they focus on the performance of a 
particular behavior during the place and time where and when the behavior is performed 
(DuPaul & Stoner, 2003). While social skills training programs train children with 
5 
ADHD to exhibit appropriate social behaviors, this training often occurs distant from the 
actual point of performance. Interventions that involve intervening at the point of 
performance are likely to help children with ADHD enhance social skill performance. 
Also, when intervening at the point of performance, interventions occur in naturalistic 
environments, such as classrooms and playgrounds as opposed to many social skills 
training programs that take place in small, pull-out groups. While social skills 
interventions for most children, particularly those with ADHD, should occur in 
naturalistic environments (Gresham, 2002), there has been little investigation of these 
types of programs. 
Correspondence Training 
An intervention approach that focuses on intervening at the point of performance 
in naturalistic environments that holds promise for addressing the needs of children with 
ADHD is correspondence training. Some evidence exists that interventions involving 
correspondence training have successfully improved behavioral and academic problems 
of children with ADHD (Paniagua, 1992; Plumer & Stoner, 2005), though most research 
in this area has involved young, preschool-aged children, and individuals with 
developmental disabilities or delays. 
Correspondence training involves systematic reinforcement of behavior that 
matches what someone says he or she will do (Risley & Hart, 1968). This teaching 
strategy typically involves a say-do or do-say component. In a say-do correspondence a 
person is asked to verbalize a plan to perform a behavior and he or she is reinforced if the 
behavior is performed. A do-say correspondence involves the opportunity to perform a 
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behavior and receiving reinforcement based on engaging in the behavior along with an 
accurate report of the actual behavior (Bevill-Davis, Clees, & Gast, 2004). 
Many studies have demonstrated the effectiveness of correspondence training 
with young children (Israel & O'Leary, 1973; Luciano, Herruzo, & Barnes-Holmes, 
2001; Risley & Hart, 1968; Ward & Stare, 1990), while others have focused on students 
with developmental disabilities or intellectual impairments (Ralph & Birnbrauer, 1986; 
Wilson, Rusch, & Lee, 1992). 
Research by Paniagua (1992) demonstrated the effectiveness of correspondence 
training as a self-control technique on reducing hyperactivity and conduct problems of 
children with ADHD. Five boys with ADHD participated in correspondence training to 
decrease their inattention, overactivity, and conduct problems. The five cases involved 
different forms of correspondence training. One type of correspondence training was 
reinforcement of fulfillment of promises, which is a type of say-do procedure. This 
involved a student initially being questioned about how he was going to behave in either 
the classroom or therapy session. Observations were then conducted of the sessions, and 
the student received a tangible reinforcer contingent on the accuracy of his report of his 
behavior. Results for this case, as well as the other four other cases, were positive and 
indicate that correspondence training is a promising alternative intervention for 
improving the behavior problems of children with ADHD (Paniagua, 1992). 
Coaching Adolescents with ADHD 
Focusing on elements of correspondence training, Dawson and Guare (2000) 
developed an adult-mediated model of coaching students with ADHD. The process 
involves pairing a student with ADHD with an adult who serves as his or her coach in a 
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school setting (Dawson & Guare, 2000). In the coaching process, the student and the 
coach devise goals together, and the coach then helps the student achieve his or her goals 
through some combination of goal setting, monitoring of behavior, provision of feedback, 
and contingency management. While the coaching model is recommended for use with 
older children, suggestions are included for coaching younger students with ADHD. 
Additionally, the authors provide suggestions for possibly using peers as coaches. 
Although Dawson and Guare's (2000) coaching model appears to be a promising 
intervention for children with ADHD, research on this specific program has yet to be 
conducted. 
Peers as Intervention Agents 
Many of the interventions discussed above involve adults as the primary 
intervention agents. While it is important that an adult monitors a student’s progress, 
there is a current emphasis on using alternatives such as computer-based, self-directed, 
and peer-based interventions (DuPaul & Stoner, 2003; Hoff & Robinson, 2002; Maheady, 
Harper & Mallette, 2001; Topping & Ehly, 2001). As mentioned previously, children 
with ADHD display frequent, difficult to manage behaviors, and often require 
significantly more attention from their teachers than typically performing peers. 
Interventions that use peers as intervention agents or include self-monitoring shift 
responsibility from teacher to student, and teachers are able to devote more time to 
teaching (Young, West, Smith, & Morgan, 1991). In a review of peer-mediated social 
skill interventions, Elliott and Gresham (1993) state that using peers as intervention 
agents is cost-effective, since it minimizes the amount of time an adult needs to be 
working with the target student. 
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Another consideration is that teachers are not always aware of a student's 
behavior. Students experiencing social problems with their peers may experience most of 
these negative interactions during unstructured free-time activities in which teacher 
involvement is minimal. Using peers as intervention agents increases the possibility of 
intervening at the point of performance for the social problems of many children with 
ADHD. Additionally, using peers instead of adults as intervention agents for social 
problems is a naturalistic strategy. A student working with his or her peers to address 
specific problems during social activities is a more subtle approach to a school-based 
intervention than having the student work with an adult. By limiting teacher involvement 
there is less focus on the fact that the student with ADHD needs assistance from an adult 
for his or her problems. 
Successful peer-based interventions have been documented for decades. A 
review by Mathur and Rutherford (1991) included twenty-one peer-mediated 
interventions demonstrating success in promoting social skills for children and 
adolescents with behavioral disorders. Studies in this review included children who were 
categorized as language delayed, socially isolated, maltreated and withdrawn, 
communication deficient, unpopular, and autistic. 
Researchers have found a number of ways to categorize peer-mediated 
interventions. Specific peer mediated strategies are described by Hoff and Robinson 
(2002). These interventions include peer tutoring, peer mediation, positive peer 
reporting, group contingencies, peer monitoring, peer modeling, and multiple component 
interventions. The authors also include social skills interventions which are further 
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broken down into proximity procedures, prompt and reinforcement procedures, and peer- 
initiation procedures. 
Across a number of studies, typically developing peers have been used as 
intervention agents in differing manners. Reviews by DiSalvo and Oswald (2002), Hoff 
and Robinson (2002), Mathur and Rutherford (1991), and Odom and Strain (1984), 
include several examples of successful interventions using many of the peer-mediated 
approaches mentioned above. These studies have typically resulted in improved social 
relations of young children with developmental disabilities as well as preschool-aged 
children. 
Peer-Mediated Interventions for Children With ADHD 
While researchers have been investigating the use of peer-mediated interventions 
for children with and without disabilities for years, a small number of these have included 
children with ADHD. The positive effects of peer tutoring have been demonstrated in a 
number of studies for children with ADHD. For example, DuPaul, Ervin, Hook, and 
McGoey (1998) and DuPaul and Henningson (1993) have documented significant 
positive effects of Classwide Peer Tutoring (CWPT) on the academic performance and 
behavior of elementary students with ADHD. Researchers have found improvements in 
positive peer-to-peer comments during peer coaching activities (Locke and Fuchs, 1995) 
and modest improvements in social interactions between tutor-tutee dyads outside of the 
tutoring setting (Franca, Ken-, Reitz, & Lambert, 1990). However, Plumer and Stoner 
(2005) found no generalized effects of CWPT on the recess and lunch social behaviors of 
three children with ADHD. 
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Directly addressing the social problems of children with ADHD, Hoza, Mrug, 
Pelham, Greiner, and Gnagy (2003) found initial positive results of an intervention for 
improving the friendships of school-aged children with ADHD. The intervention was 
part of a summer program, and involved using peer ‘■buddies” to promote the use of 
friendship skills, and parent arranged social activities. 
While not specifically targeting social behaviors of children with ADHD, a 
number of studies have investigated the use of peers in influencing the classroom 
behaviors of children with ADHD. Studies have found positive results using peers as 
confederates to provide varying levels of attention, feedback, and reinforcement to focus 
students with ADHD when working on academic material in classrooms of clinics or labs 
(Flood, Wilder, Flood, & Masuda, 2002; Jones, Drew, & Weber, 2000: Northup et al., 
1995; Northup et al., 1997). Similar procedures have also resulted in reductions of off- 
task behavior for children with ADHD in a naturalistic classroom setting (Broussard & 
Northup, 1997). 
Other studies have used peers as intervention agents as one part of a multi- 
component intervention. In order to improve the classroom behavior of children with 
ADHD, Davies and Witte (2000) implemented an intervention involving self¬ 
management, peer feedback, and group contingency techniques. The intervention 
resulted in decreased inappropriate talking-out behaviors for all student participants. 
These studies all demonstrate the power of using peers as intervention agents to 
improve the behaviors of students with ADHD. This information, combined with 
positive results of research on peer-mediated interventions for children with varying 
disabilities, indicate that peer-mediated interventions are promising for children with 
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ADHD. However, there is limited information on the effectiveness of these types of 
interventions on the social problems of children with ADHD. 
An Alternative Intervention Approach: Peer Coaching 
In an attempt to address the research gaps in naturalistic interventions for the 
social problems of children with ADHD, Plumer and Stoner (2005) developed a peer- 
based intervention specifically addressing this issue. In a pilot study, they investigated 
the effects of a peer coaching package in combination with CWPT on the peer social 
behaviors of students with ADHD. Based on the correct prediction that generalized 
results of CWPT alone were not likely, the authors included the peer coaching 
intervention combined with CWPT and investigated the effects of the combined 
interventions. As a peer-mediated intervention package, the peer coaching intervention 
used components of correspondence training, contingent rewards for desired behaviors, 
and self-monitoring, and was based on the work of Dawson and Guare (2000). The 
intervention was individualized and specifically targeted the social behaviors the students 
were exhibiting at the point of performance during times when there was little teacher 
involvement. 
The target students in this study were chosen based on their ADHD diagnosis and 
their peer social problems. Each student's teacher chose a peer coach from his or her 
class to woik with the target student. The students were then trained in the peer coaching 
activities and were highly supervised by an adult throughout the study. The procedures 
involved the peer coaching pair setting a daily social goal for the student with ADHD, the 
peer coach observing the focus student s behavior, and the peer coaching pairs rating the 
focus student's behavior. The students received points based on the similarities of their 
ratings and exchanged these points for weekly rewards. 
In the Plumer and Stoner (2005) pilot study, a multiple-baseline across-subjects 
design was implemented with three students in grades three and four. Results of direct 
observations of positive peer social behaviors suggest the peer coaching package is a 
promising intervention for addressing peer social problems of children with ADHD. 
However, conclusions about the effectiveness of peer coaching could not be determined 
since the intervention was combined with CWPT. 
Summary and Research Questions 
While researchers have determined that school-based naturalistic interventions are 
needed to improve the social behaviors of children with ADHD, little research exists in 
this area. The purpose of this dissertation was to continue to investigate peer coaching, 
which is a naturalistic intervention that focuses on the social problems of children with 
ADHD using peers as intervention agents. This was the first intensive investigation of 
the peer coaching intervention package alone on the social behaviors of elementary-aged 
students with ADHD. The package involves recommended components for working with 
children with ADHD, including correspondence training, contingent reinforcement of 
behavior, and using peers as intervention agents. Additionally, the intervention takes 
little time to implement, and initial results suggest that it has a high level of social 
validity for teachers and students (Plumer & Stoner, 2005). 
The first research question of this study was: What were the effects of the peer 
coaching package on the social behaviors of elementary-aged students with ADHD? A 
second question was what were the effects of the intervention on teacher and student 
13 
perceptions of the students' social status or social behaviors? Finally, the third question 
was to what extent did the intervention result in “normalization" of the focus students' 
social behaviors? 
14 
CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Evaluation Procedures for Literature Review 
While researchers have spent decades investigating the effects of peer-mediated 
interventions on children with and without disabilities, few studies have specifically 
focused on children with ADHD. The purpose of this chapter is to review the literature 
related to school-based, peer-mediated interventions targeting the social and behavioral 
difficulties of children with ADHD. Due to the lack of interventions of this type for 
children with ADHD, the literature search was broadened to include children who were 
experiencing behavioral difficulties in school. 
Studies published in peer-reviewed journals from 1990 to the present were 
considered for inclusion in this literature review. The following keywords: peer- 
mediated, peer relations, peer assisted, peer monitoring, peer reporting, and peer tutoring, 
along with interventions, social skills and ADHD were entered into the Psychlnfo, 
PubMed, and Eric databases. The reference lists of the articles found through the 
database searches were then scrutinized in order to find additional articles to be included 
in the literature review. 
The first criterion for inclusion was the participants were diagnosed with ADHD. 
However, only three interventions met this criterion, which is likely due to the fact that 
studies conducted in schools often refer to students based on their special education 
category. Therefore, the search was expanded to include students labeled as Behavior 
Disordered, or those children who were experiencing behavior problems in school. The 
other inclusion criteria were the following: (2) the target students were in elementary or 
15 
middle school (grades K-8), (3) the focus of the intervention was on improving social 
behaviors or behavior problems, (4) the intervention involved peers of focus students 
delivering primary aspects of the intervention in a regular education setting, and (5) the 
study was conducted in the United States. 
Studies were not included that used peers as intervention agents to improve 
academic behavior, such as CWPT. While articles documented the effectiveness of peer- 
based interventions for improving the behaviors of children with developmental 
disabilities, children with intellectual impairments, and preschool-aged children, they 
were not included in this review. Additionally, studies using peers to intervene with 
socially withdrawn or maltreated children are not included in this review. 
Organization of Literature Review 
This literature review is separated into five sections and includes two tables. 
Table 1 describes peer-based studies that included students with ADHD, while Table 2 
includes interventions that described the participants as having a Behavior Disorder, or 
experiencing behavior problems in school. Three studies described some or all of the 
participants as having been diagnosed with ADHD, while six studies included students 
with behavior problems. Both tables present the research information by the citation, 
study design, setting, participant age and disability (or behavior problems), dependent 
variables, independent variables (including the peer components), results, and training 
information. 
Section one includes studies that have demonstrated the reinforcing qualities of 
peer attention on the behavior problems of children with ADHD. The second section 
then describes interventions that include a peer monitoring component within group 
16 
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activities, while the third section focuses on interventions that also added peer rating as a 
component of a group intervention. The fourth section describes dyad-based activities in 
which two students worked together on an individualized intervention in order to improve 
the focus student’s behaviors. Finally, the last section summarizes the nine studies and 
presents implications for future research. 
Peer Attention as Reinforcement 
While not specifically targeting social behaviors of children with ADHD, a 
number of studies have investigated the use of peer attention in influencing the off-task 
behavior of children with ADHD. While studies by Flood et al. (2002), Jones et al. 
(2000), Northup et al. (1995), and Northup et al. (1997), used peer-based components for 
children with ADHD, they were conducted in simulated classroom environments or in a 
classroom at a university laboratory school during a summer program for children with 
ADHD. Therefore, since these studies were not conducted in naturalistic classrooms, 
they are not included in the tables. However, they provide background information 
related to the Broussard and Northup (1997) study that was conduced in a classroom, and 
thus are important to note. 
Researchers in Northup et al. (1995) conducted functional behavior assessments 
using peer confederates to determine that peer attention was more reinforcing for the 
focus students with ADHD than teacher attention. Using similar procedures, Northup et 
al. (1997) then found that disruptive behavior was maintained for an 8-year-old boy with 
ADHD by peer attention only w’hen the student w^as not medicated. In an extension of 
the functional analysis procedures included in the research noted above, Jones et al. 
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(2000) demonstrated the effectiveness of using noncontingent peer attention to reduce the 
disruptive classroom behavior of an 8-year-old boy with ADHD. 
Flood et al. (2002) took this line of research one step further by using peer- 
mediated reinforcement plus prompting in a simulated classroom environment in order to 
reduce the off-task behaviors of three 10-year-old children with ADHD. While working 
together on a math assignment, the confederate peers provided continuous social approval 
when the focus student demonstrated on-task behavior. When the focus student 
demonstrated off-task behavior, the confederate peer would first provide a statement to 
prompt the student to return to the task at hand. Then, if the student remained off-task, 
the confederate withdrew eye contact and verbal interaction until the student’s behavior 
was again on-task. The results indicated peer-mediated differential reinforcement of 
alternative behavior plus prompting was effective at reducing the off-task behaviors of 
the participants. Based on these results, the authors suggested future studies should 
investigate the effectiveness of these methods in a natural classroom environment. 
Using similar procedures as the studies noted above, Broussard and Northup 
(1997) conducted research in a regular education classroom with four boys displaying 
disruptive behaviors (two were diagnosed with ADHD), ages 7-9. The students had been 
referred to a psychologist for an assessment of their disruptive behavior. The study used 
a multi-element design with brief reversals. The intervention was based on individual 
functional assessments conducted prior to the intervention’s implementation. 
Functional analyses indicated that peer attention was associated with the most 
disruptive classroom behavior for all four students. During the functional assessment, in 
the authors recruited a peer “confederate’* as a teacher’s “special helper.” The peer 
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confederate was asked to “pay attention to what_(the participant) is doing, 
and if you see him get out of his seat or if he says anything, you should say something to 
him about that” (Broussard and Northup, 1997, p. 69). The confederate was given 
examples of things he or she could say and was told, “say whatever you think you should 
or whatever you think of' (p. 69). Each focus students was told that if he did not stay 
seated and work quietly then the peer would help remind him. The students then sat next 
to each other and worked on worksheets until they were told to stop. The teacher, while 
nearby, ignored the behavior of the students. 
The peer attention intervention was based on differential reinforcement of other 
behavior (DRO). The teachers gave tokens to the focus students contingent upon 
nonoccurrence of disruptive behaviors in order to earn time with a peer of their choice 
immediately following the session. The DRO schedule was faded over time from a DRO 
of one minute to a DRO of 10 minutes as the sessions increased in length from 10 to 30 
minutes. The focus students' peers also could earn or lose coupons for talking during the 
session, in order to extinguish peer attention toward the disruptive behaviors of the focus 
students. In private, they had been individually instructed to not interact with the focus 
students. 
The results of the intervention found that on-task behaviors increased for all 
student participants during the peer attention intervention. Additionally, the procedures 
were followed with integrity. The authors noted the importance of using peer attention as 
positive reinforcement for addressing behavioral concerns in the classroom. While the 
peer confederates did not participate in specific activities with the focus students, simply 
pai ticipating in a functional assessment as a confederate, and then not responding to the 
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focus students' behaviors, appeared powerful enough to improve on-task behaviors of 
disruptive children. 
Peer Monitoring Component of Group Activities 
While researchers have demonstrated the effectiveness of peer attention in 
addiessing the disruptive behaviors of children with ADHD, other interventions have 
included peers in a more active role. Some interventions have incorporated peer 
monitoring behaviors in whole-class or group activities. Peer monitoring involves 
children observing and recording specific behaviors, and it can also include a peer 
evaluation component when behaviors are compared to some standard. A classroom- 
based group contingency intervention conducted by Davies and Witte (2000) targeted 
students with ADHD and is included in Table 1. Another classroom intervention, the 
ADHD Classroom Kit (Anhalt, McNeil, & Bahl, 1998), was designed for children with 
ADHD. Since the student participant in this study was not diagnosed with ADHD, the 
study is included in Table 2. Finally, Herring and Northup (1998) incoiporated peer 
mediators in a social skills group with activities that took place during the group meetings 
and recess (see Table 2). 
A class of 30, third grade students participated in a group contingency with 
multiple components in a general education classroom in an exploratory study conducted 
by Davies and Witte (2000). Four of these students, ages 8-10, were diagnosed with 
ADHD and served as the focus students. An ABAB reversal design was used in which 
baseline and intervention phases were alternated over a two-month period. The 
intenention w'as conducted a total of 22 days. The independent variable involved 
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components of self-management and peer-monitoring strategies and the dependent 
The children participated in detailed training prior to the start of the intervention. 
The intervention was conducted at the same time Monday through Thursday. During the 
intervention, the students sat in groups of four with a chart in the middle of their desks. 
The children with ADHD were randomly dispersed among the groups. The students in 
the group monitored their talking-out behaviors. The chart had three sections: green, 
blue, and red, with five dots that started on the green section. If the student talked-out 
during the session he or she was responsible for moving a dot onto the blue section. If 
the student did not do so in 10 seconds, the teacher moved the dot to the red section. The 
students also kept daily records of their own behavior, indicating the method that was 
used to move the dot. The students were rewarded immediately following the 
intervention session based on their group performance meeting a set criterion. 
The class was trained in practicing appropriate reactions to group members when 
dots were moved. An additional component involved the group meeting together for five 
minutes prior to the daily activity. During this meeting the students provided feedback to 
each other about their behaviors from the previous day’s activities. 
The results of the study indicated that inappropriate talking-out behaviors were 
reduced for all four focus students with ADHD, along with their matched controls, during 
the intervention phases. The authors reported no negative side effects based on the peers 
working together toward a mutual goal. The students who completed the questionnaire 
indicated satis!action with the activity. The teacher noted that the children reminded each 
other about the reward they were trying to earn. Also, the researchers determined the 
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intervention was cost-effective as it was effective for the focus students as well as their 
peers, and the teacher found the intervention acceptable. 
The ADHD Classroom Kit (Anhalt et al., 1998) also involved a group 
contingency component with additional roles for peers in the groups. In an exploratory 
ABA reversal case study, the intervention was conducted in a first grade general 
education classroom. One 6-year-old girl identified as “disruptive” by her teacher was 
chosen as a focus student based on her clinically significant score on the Hyperactivity 
subscale of the Conners’ Teacher Rating Scale-28 (CTRS-28). The student's appropriate, 
oppositional, on-task, and off-task classroom behaviors served as dependent variables and 
were measured by direct observations. Additionally, the researchers collected rating 
scale data (CTRS-28) and information on treatment integrity and teacher satisfaction. 
The intervention involved children earning labeled praise, happy, and sad faces 
based on their group’s behavior that they could exchange for playing the Rewards Target 
Game (RTG). Happy faces were earned for following classroom rules and teacher 
instructions, and sad faces were earned based on noncompliant and disruptive behaviors. 
The faces were given by the teacher to the group based on the group’s behavior or an 
individual’s behavior. Several times a day, children with more happy than sad faces 
could play the RTG and earn rewards. The game involved throwing a ball at a target with 
numbeis that conesponded with rewards, including tangible (i.e., stickers) and activity 
(i.e., movement or game) reinforcers. Before earning a sad face, the students were given 
a sad-face warning signal. This involved the teacher calling out the student’s name in a 
monotonous, matter-of-fact voice, and holding up two fingers, which indicated the 
student had two choices: to improve his or her behavior, or earn a sad face. The students 
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in the groups who did not earn the RTG remained seated and watched the students who 
had earned the privilege. The teacher then erased all happy and sad faces prior the next 
round. 
The peer components of the intervention involved the students working together 
in groups in order to earn a reward for their group. Additionally, each group had a new 
leader every day who was responsible for motivating the group members to follow the 
classroom rules. The leader was also responsible for using the “sad-face warning signal'’ 
in his or her group when a group member displayed disruptive behaviors. 
The results of the study provided preliminary support for the kit as the focus 
student's on-task and appropriate behaviors showed slight improvements in the 
intervention phase compared to the baseline phases. The teacher ratings also indicated 
improvements in the student’s hyperactive behaviors to the “normal” level during the 
intervention compared to the baseline phases in which her score reached clinical or 
borderline levels. The authors also noted the intervention was implemented with 
integrity, and the teacher indicated a high level of satisfaction with the activity, with a 
rating of 47 out of 50 points during the intervention phase. 
While the previous studies focused on improving classroom behaviors. Herring 
and Northup (1998) implemented interventions involving peers in an attempt to promote 
generalization of social skills outside of a small group, pull-out setting for a focus 
student. The authors also used a single-case, multiple-baseline across setting and 
behaviors, with reversals design. The focus student, in a second grade general education 
class, had previously been enrolled in a BD classroom. The authors noted that the boy 
demonstrated inappropriate social behaviors. Four students who were acquainted with 
the child were chosen as peer mediators. 
The primary dependent variables, and the target of the interventions, included 
complaining/whining and using an inappropriate tone of voice. Data for cooperating with 
peers, appropriately ignoring teasing, and “other inappropriate behaviors” such as rule 
violations were also gathered during a small group activity, at recess, and in the 
classroom. Behaviors were measured by direct observation. 
Following a baseline phase, the first intervention involved the focus student 
participating in individual direct instruction in social skills. The second intervention 
phase consisted a small group activity in which the focus student and peer-mediators 
placed a game (i.e., Uno®). Prior to this phase the trainer met with the peer-mediators to 
inform them about the project and tell them they would “be helping each other to make 
new friends and to learn new ways to get along by participating in group activities” (p. 
56). During this phase, the students and the teacher provided reminders to each other 
when a group member used an inappropriate tone of voice. Additionally, a response-cost 
component involved losing a turn following complaining/whining, and earning it back 
when asking with an appropriate tone of voice. 
After a return to baseline phase, the response-cost component and teacher prompts 
were removed and only peer prompts for using an appropriate tone of voice remained 
during the group activity. Following this phase, a group contingency was introduced in 
which the students we given happy faces at the beginning of the activity and lost them 
based on complaining/whining. They all earned a reward if one happy face was left in 
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the group at the end of the activity. The students continued to prompt each other 
regarding appropriate tone of voice throughout this phase. 
Up to this point in the study all group interventions were delivered in pull-out 
manner. However, the next phase involved the contingency intervention, including peer 
prompting, being withdrawn from the small group activity, and instead occurring during 
recess. During the final phase, the intervention was withdrawn in recess and reinstated in 
the small group. 
The results of the study indicated that the social skills training alone did not lead 
to generalized improvements in other settings or behaviors. While the group-contingency 
produced the most improvement in target behaviors, the authors noted that generalization 
was not immediate or consistent. In fact, generalized effects of the intervention were 
found in recess only after the strategy was implemented in recess. This provides 
evidence that in order to improve behaviors, particularly social behaviors, it is important 
to intervene at the point of performance. 
These three studies indicate that behaviors of children with ADHD, and those 
experiencing behavioral problems, can be improved using group contingencies with peer 
monitoring components. Two interventions demonstrated improvements in classroom 
behaviors, while one indicated initial support for using group contingencies with peer- 
mediated components to aid in generalization of social skills. 
Group-Based Activities with Peer Ratings 
While peer monitoring alone appears to be a promising intervention for children 
with ADHD, an additional component of peer rating or evaluation also appears to be a 
powerful tool for improving student behavior. A study by Mitchem, Young, West, and 
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Benyo (2001) investigated a Classwide Peer-assisted Self-management (CWPASM) 
program (see Table 2). The intervention involved a number of components, including the 
teacher training the students about behavior expectations and how to implement a ratine 
system in pairs in order to earn classroom rewards. It was based on ClassWide Peer 
Tutoring (Greenwood, Delquadri, & Carta, 1997) and self management (Young et al., 
1991) procedures. 
The study was conducted in three general education seventh grade classrooms. 
Ten of the children in these classrooms were identified as “At-Risk,” due to their 
disruptive, off-task behaviors. Other inclusion criteria included poor self-management, 
social skills, and grades. Two of the focus students were categorized as Learning 
Disabled, and one had a Learning Disability and a Behavior Disorder. The study 
incorporated a multiple-baseline across-classes design. Dependent variables included 
simultaneous group on-task behaviors. Additional dependent variables for the focus 
students were following instructions and gaining teacher attention appropriately (social 
skills) and on-task behavior. School Social Behavior Scale (SSBS) ratings were also 
completed by the teachers, and acceptability and feasibility data were gathered. 
The CWPASM intervention was conducted classwide during language arts class, 
which lasted 46 minutes. The students were trained in the self-management procedures, 
reviewed the class rules, and learned about the rating system, which involved rating rule¬ 
following behaviors in four categories, including honors and needs improvement. 
Students were paired with a partner and randomly assigned to one of tw^o teams each 
week. After the baseline phase, once the intervention was started, the students 
participated in language arts class until the teacher rang a bell. At that point, the students 
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were responsible for rating their own behavior and their partner's behavior and then 
compared their ratings. The students earned points based on the similarities between the 
ratings. During the first intervention phase, the rating and matching activity occurred 
four times during the class. At the end of the last rating session, the students recorded 
their points and reported their score to their team’s point recorder. Both teams were 
praised as winners if their point total was higher than the previous day’s score. If their 
total was not higher than their previous day’s score, the team with the higher number was 
praised for their effort by the other team. In order to ensure the students rated themselves 
accurately, a “mystery” pair was observed by the teacher and could earn bonus points 
based on matching their teacher's score. During the third phase, baseline data were again 
collected before re-introducing the intervention. The CWPASM activities then started 
with ratings every 10 minutes, which eventually faded to 20 minutes, and then only at the 
end of the class. During the final stage, the students were told to self-manage their own 
behavior, without matching, by thinking about their own behavior based on the class 
rules. 
The results of the study indicated that improvements occurred for the class as a 
whole as well as for the focus students during the intervention. Improvements were 
demonstrated for simultaneous on-task group behaviors. The focus students increased 
their on-task behavior and social skills during the CWPASM activities. These 
improvements were maintained for all classes and most of the focus students when the 
CWPASM activities were systematically withdrawn. Their teacher also indicated 
improvements in the SSBS ratings and the intervention was found acceptable and 
feasible. 
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Dyad-Based Activities with Peer Ratings 
While the CWPASM intervention was implemented classwide, and appears 
promising for increasing the classroom behaviors of children with behavior problems, 
other studies have implemented rating activities in an individualized manner. The 
following studies included interventions that paired a focus student with a peer in order to 
pioduce improvements in behaviors. All four studies involved peer ratin'? procedures. 
Two third grade boys, age 8, were focus students in a study that evaluated positive 
behavior suppoit plans for the boys based on functional behavior assessments 
(Christiansen, Young, & Marchant, 2004). Details of this study are provided in Table 2. 
Both boys had been referred to their school’s student support team due to their high rates 
of disruptive and socially inappropriate behavior. At the time they were considered at- 
risk for an Emotional/Behavioral Disorder and were at-risk for social and academic 
failure. The function of the students behaviors was determined to be attention, and peers 
were chosen to participate in the interventions. 
The study involved an ABAB design for student one, and an ABAC design for 
student two, while both included reinforcement schedule modifications. Dependent 
variables included socially appropriate classroom behaviors, which were based on the 
functional assessments. Behaviors included attending, working on academic 
assignments, reading aloud, answering questions, getting the teacher's attention properly, 
and compliance with teacher instructions. The interventions took place during academic 
-center" activities during literacy class, which typically lasted one hour. The researchers 
also collected information about the social validity of the intervention. 
31 
The peer partners played an active role in the interventions for the two students. 
Both focus students were trained to monitor their own behavior. One student rated his 
own behavior and then compared it to his peer’s rating, in a manner similar to the 
procedures followed in the CWPASM activities (Mitchem et al., 2001). His partner wore 
a MotivAider®, which would vibrate at set intervals. When it vibrated, the student’s 
partner indicated that it was time to rate the focus student’s behavior. The students would 
then circle yes if the focus student worked consistently without bothering others, or no if 
the student was disruptive. Points were determined based on the match between the 
ratings. The intervals were faded from two minutes to fifteen minutes. As the intervals 
became longer, the points also increased. Both students earned points based on the focus 
student's behavior, and tokens were kept on the focus student’s desk. The students’ 
teacher validated the ratings at the end of the period and provided the students with 
praise. Points were exchanged for backup reinforcers daily, though at the end of the 
study, the reinforcers were exchanged every other day. 
The second student started the intervention self-rating and matching with his 
teacher. His teacher wore a MotivAider® to prompt the focus student to rate himself 
every 15 minutes based on his classroom behavior. The teacher also completed a rating 
and they compared results. The ratings were systematically faded to once at the end of 
the hour. 
The second component of the student's intervention involved a behavioral 
assistant giving the student feedback about his behavior every two minutes. The 
behavioral assistant was eventually replaced by a peer partner who wore a MotivAider®. 
The peei partnei ga\e the focus student a green plastic chip and praised him if he had not 
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talked or bothered others during the interval, and he received a red chip and no comment 
or attention if he had disrupted others. He then received points based on the tokens 
earned. The focus student was also trained to ask himself the question, “Do I need help?'’ 
if he realized he was not doing work. If yes, he was taught to raise his hand and wait 
from help from his peer partner. The students received points for these activities and 
were able to exchange them daily for backup reinforcers. 
The results for the two focus students indicated immediate and maintained 
changes in their socially appropriate classroom behaviors. Their behaviors fell at or 
above the mean of comparison students when the intervention was in place. Treatment 
fidelity was noted for the peer partners. Teacher and student acceptability were high, and 
qualitative improvements in peer relationships were noted for the focus students. The 
teachers stated they would use a peer partner in the future to help other students. 
While classroom peer rating activities have been shown to improve the behaviors 
of at-risk students, they have also been effective in mainstreaming behavior disordered 
students from special education back into general education classrooms (DuPauI, 
McGoey, & Yugar, 1997). Details of this study are included in Table 2. Initial 
pioceduies were conducted in a special education classroom with the teacher and focus 
student matching ratings. These activities then took place in a general education 
classroom with a peer. 
Participants in the DuPauI et al. (1997) study were two 11-year-old boys 
categorized as Behavior Disordered that were being mainstreamed from a self-contained 
to a regular education classroom. Two peer buddies were chosen from general education 
classrooms, and both were experiencing behavior problems, in order to avoid the focus 
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student being intimidated by or feeling inferior to a "perfect" peer. A multiple-baseline 
across-subjects design was used. Positive and negative classroom behaviors were used as 
dependent variables, as well as teacher and student behavior ratings (Social Skills Rating 
System, Child Behavior Checklist-Teacher's Report Form), peer sociometric ratings, 
integrity checks, and consumer satisfaction. 
Following a baseline phase, a token reinforcement phase was introduced in which 
teacher ratings of the focus student’s behaviors were completed in the special education 
classroom and these points were exchanged for rewards. Once the student demonstrated 
higher rates of appropriate behaviors, the teacher trained the student to self-evaluate his 
behavior. He then compared his rating to the teacher’s rating and earned points based on 
the level of agreement. He also lost points if he argued with the teacher about the results. 
Finally, once the student's behaviors improved, and he understood the procedures, the 
activities were transferred into a general education classroom. The student pairs rated 
and matched their behaviors at the end of the class and reported the results to the special 
education teacher. They both received rewards based on their performances. 
The study indicated significant improvement in negative and positive behaviors 
that were displayed in the general education classroom for both focus students. Social 
skills improvements were also noted for one student. However, the authors noted that 
observational data were variable throughout all phases of the study. Additionally, the 
peer buddies also showed minor improvements in their behaviors. Finally, the 
intervention was implemented with integrity and was viewed as highly effective and 
practical by the teachers and the student participants. 
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W hile both of the previous two studies involved classroom activities, other studies 
ha\e used peer rating and evaluation components to focus on improving student behavior 
in social settings, such as recess and lunch. The following studies were conducted with 
regular education students experiencing behavioral difficulties. Both studies extend the 
pioceduies noted in the articles above by involving peer rating and evaluation outside of 
the classroom. 
Students participated in rating recess behaviors in a study by Nelson, Smith, and 
Colvin (1995), which is included in Table 2. Participants were three seven-year-old boys 
in second grade who were experiencing behavior problems that included recess rule 
infractions and negative interactions that led to discipline referrals. Three peer partners 
were chosen from the same class based on teacher recommendation, creating three dyads. 
A multiple-baseline across-subjects design was used with fading procedures. Positive 
and negative recess behaviors served as dependent variables. 
During the baseline phase recess data were collected with no intervention in 
place. The first intervention phase involved the students participating in training for the 
activities. Halfway through and at the end of recess they were given a point card by the 
trainer. Both members of the dyad rated his own and his partner’s behavior and then 
compared ratings. They received points based on the similarity of their ratings. At the 
end of recess the students totaled their points in exchange for backup reinforcers that 
were then administered. The third phase of the study involved the students self-ratins 
and matching behavior only at the end of recess. Finally, the supervision of the activities 
transferred from the trainer to the recess supervisor at the end of the study, with the 
students continuing to rate their behaviors only at the end of recess. 
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The authors found an increase in positive interactions and a decrease in negative 
interactions during morning recess for all students when the matching procedures were 
incorporated. They also noted a reduction in the differences between the behaviors 
displayed by the focus students and their peer partners. The changes observed were 
maintained over the course of the study as the procedures were faded. 
This study demonstrated promise for peer-based interventions implemented 
outside of the classroom. However, the researchers noted that it was important to have a 
high level of cooperation from the adult supervising the students. Peer rating activities 
conducted by Plumer and Stoner (2005) were similar, though the activities entailed less 
active supervision by an adult during the daily activities (see Table 1). 
Components of the Plumer and Stoner (2005) study were discussed in Chapter 1. 
Participants were three students, two with ADHD and one who met ADHD criteria but 
was undiagnosed, in grades three and four. Three peer coaches from the students’ 
classrooms were chosen by the teachers, creating three peer coaching dyads. Dependent 
variables in the study included social behaviors during academic and social settings. 
Additionally, rating scale data were collected and a semi-structured consumer satisfaction 
interview was conducted at the end of the study. The authors used a multiple-baseline 
across-subjects design. 
The authors investigated the effects of Classwide Peer Tutoring (CWPT) on the 
social behaviors of the participants during the CWPT activities and during recess and 
lunch. After a baseline condition, CWPT was implemented in spelling, based on the 
procedures described in the manual (Greenwood et al., 1997). The final phase of the 
study incorporated CWPT and peer coaching activities. 
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The peer coaching procedures involved the peer coaching pair setting a daily 
social goal foi the student with ADHD. The peer coach then reminded the focus student 
of his or her goal at the beginning of the period in which it was to be obtained and 
piovided the focus student with positive feedback about his or her behavior during that 
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period as needed. At the end of the period, the students both rated the focus student's 
behavior and compaied results. At the end of each week, the peer coaching pairs 
leceived rew'aids if the target student achieved a certain number of points throughout the 
week. In total, the peer coaching steps took about five minutes per day and required very 
little from the students' teachers other than providing the students with time to complete 
the steps independently. 
As noted previously, the results of direct observations indicated that the CWPT 
procedures did not produce improvements in the students’ social behaviors outside of the 
activity. Once peer coaching was added, increased positive peer social behaviors were 
observed for all three focus students, proving initial support for the intervention. 
However, since peer coaching was implemented in combination with CWPT, the authors 
could not confirm that the improvements were a result of the peer coaching activities. 
Summary of Literature and Implications for Future Research 
Using peers as intervention components, all of the articles included in this review 
demonstrated positive results in improving behaviors of the student participants. 
However, many of the studies involved an initial investigation into the procedures used, 
and the authors suggested further research was necessary to investigate the effectiveness 
of the interventions. Also, many of the articles involved interventions made up of several 
components, making it difficult to determine what aspect of the packaged interventions 
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led to the desired outcomes. Additionally, all of the studies described above included 
small samples sizes with single-subject designs, which limits the generalizability of the 
results. However, a key feature of the studies is that they were all conducted in 
naturalistic school settings. A few of the studies noted challenges that arise when 
conducting research in schools, including schedule changes and student absences. 
Of the articles reviewed, the focus students ranged in age from six to thirteen. 
The designs included ABAB, ABAC, ABA, multi-element, and multiple-baseline across 
students, classes, and behaviors. Direct observations were conducted in each study in 
order to measure dependent variables that included out-of-seat, off-task, on-task, positive, 
and negative behaviors, social skills, and inappropriate vocalizations, tone of voice, and 
complaining/whining in classroom and social settings. The peer activities ranged from 
providing attention to actively monitoring and evaluating student behavior. 
When implementing interventions in schools, a major consideration is the time 
and effort it takes to train the teachers and students compared to the results of the 
intervention. Of the nine studies reviewed in this chapter, training information detailed in 
the articles was quite variable. Teachers played an active role in training the students or 
implementing the activities in seven out of nine of the studies. One study (Broussard & 
Northup, 1997) involved a school psychology doctoral student acting as a teacher’s aide 
in order to implement the activities. A graduate student was also responsible for 
implementing the activities and training the students in the Herring and Northup (1998) 
study. A special education teacher trained the student pairs in DuPaul et al. (1997), 
though no information on how the teacher was trained was provided. Additionally, while 
the teacher was responsible for implementing the intervention and training the students in 
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the Davies and Witte (2000) study, no information is provided on how the teacher was 
tiained. Of the studies that did include training information, only twTo studies (Anhalt et 
al., 1998; Mitchem et al., 2001) provided teacher training times. Teachers were trained in 
three phases including two, one-hour didactic training sessions (Anhalt et al., 1998), and 
two, two-hour sessions (Mitchem et al., 2001). Trainings described by the studies 
included pioviding overviews of the activities, modeling, role-playing, and reviewing 
materials. 
While teachers were not responsible for training the students in all of the studies, 
all nine studies included a level of student training. However, the details of these 
trainings varied from very little information to specific descriptions. While Anhalt et al. 
(1998) provided detailed information about the teacher training and the parts of the multi- 
component ADHD Classroom Kit intervention, they did not provide information on how 
the students were tiained in the classroom procedures. All other studies included some 
details of the training activities, which included discussions, practicing activities, role 
playing, modeling, defining target behaviors, quizzes, and training checklists. However, 
only two studies included the amount of time spent training the students in the activities. 
Three classes of students were trained by one teacher in 90, 110, and 125 minutes 
(Mitchem et al., 2001) and a behavioral specialist or a teacher trained student pairs in 
two, one-hour sessions (Christiansen et al., 2004). 
While only some of the studies included training times or detailed training 
information, it appears that of the six studies that included an investigation of social 
validity, all of the interventions conducted were viewed as acceptable by the student and 
teacher participants. This is important to consider as many of the researchers noted the 
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“cost-effective” nature of their interventions. The positive results demonstrated in the 
studies combined with the high level of treatment acceptability indicate that many of the 
interventions described in this chapter should be researched further. 
While the studies above all produced behavioral improvements for the 
participants, only three of the studies involved peers to specifically target the social 
behaviors of the student participants outside of the classroom. Also, only three studies 
included children who were formally diagnosed with ADHD. For children with ADHD, 
future studies should continue to investigate the benefits of using peers as intervention 
agents in improving not only classroom behaviors, but also social behaviors outside of 
the classroom, where adult supervision is minimal. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
To investigate the effects of a peer coaching package on the peer social behaviors 
of children with ADHD, an ABAB design was used with three elementary-aged students. 
The following section includes information regarding the participants and setting, 
independent and dependent variables, and the research design. 
Participants and Setting 
The study involved three focus students with ADHD from two elementary schools 
in western Massachusetts. Six students were initially identified for possible participation, 
but only three students met the eligibility criteria. One male student, Adam, was in fifth 
grade and was eleven-years-old. Jessica, a female in third grade, turned nine early in the 
study. Thomas, a male, was nine and was in Jessica’s third grade class. The primary 
investigator worked closely along with the school adjustment counselors at the schools, 
as well as the teachers, to identify the students who meet the criteria noted below. Prior 
to the start of the study, written parental/guardian consent and written consent from all 
student participants was obtained (see Appendix A). Additionally, standard protocol for 
human subjects teview was followed and the study obtained proper approval. 
Focus Student Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria 
Diagnosis of ADHD and Social Problems 
The primary investigator initiated conversations with the school adjustment 
counselors at three schools in order to recruit participants. The school adjustment 
counselors were aware of students who had an ADHD diagnosis, and additionally, those 
students with ADHD who were experiencing social problems with their peers. Based on 
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these initial recommendations, the primary investigator met with the students' teachers 
and the following procedures were followed. 
Social Behaviors Criteria 
In order to verify that the focus students were experiencing social difficulties in 
school, the teachers were asked to rank order all of the students in their classrooms, 
indicating the extent to which the students experienced difficulties with peer social 
interactions (see Appendix B). The child with the most difficulties received the highest 
rank, and the child with the least difficulties received the lowest rank (1). To participate 
in the study, the focus students were required to be at or above the 50 percentile of the 
children in their classroom on this ranking procedure. All three students fell above the 
th 50 percentile. Adam was ranked 19 out of 21 students in his class, while Jessica was 
ranked 18 out of 19, and Thomas was ranked 17 out of 19. 
Consent 
Once this information was obtained, the primary investigator contacted the 
parents of the potential focus students in order to gain consent for their child’s 
participation (see Appendix A). They were informed about the study and encouraged to 
ask any questions. The primary investigator reviewed the consent forms with the parents 
and the assent forms with the potential focus students. They were told that the students 
would be able to participate in the study if they met the inclusion criteria. The parents 
then participated in the diagnostic interview, completed rating scales, and information 
about the students' cognitive abilities was obtained. Consent forms were signed by the 
parents of six potential participants, but only three students met all inclusion criteria in 
order to be a participant in the study. 
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Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, 4th ed., rev. (DSM-IV) 
All participating focus students had previously been diagnosed with ADHD. 
However, to verify or confirm this diagnosis, a clinical interview (Barkley, 1997b) was 
conducted by the piimary researcher with the parents in order to determine if the children 
met the ciiteria for ADHD in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, 
4th ed., rev. (DSM-IV\ American Psychiatric Association, 2000). To be eligible to 
participate in the study, the students parent/guardian needed to report a minimum of six 
symptoms of inattention and/or six symptoms of hyperactivity-impulsivity that had been 
piesent in the past six months. Additionally, these problems must have been present prior 
to age seven, must have been causing impairment in more than two settings, and must 
have shown evidence of clinically significant impairment in academic or social 
functioning. Finally, these symptoms could not have been better accounted for by 
another disorder. All three students had been previously diagnosed with ADHD, and 
according to the diagnostic interviews, they continued to display the DSM-IV symptoms 
for ADHD at the start of the study. 
All three focus students were taking medication at the start of the study and 
remained medicated throughout the course of the study. Parents were asked to provide 
information about any medication changes throughout the study. During the study no 
changes were reported. However, at the completion of the study Adam’s parents 
informed the primary investigator that Adam s dose had been increased in Januarv when 
he returned from the holiday vacation. 
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ADHD Rating Scale-IV 
Each student's parent and teacher also completed the ADHD Rating Scale-IV 
(DuPaul, Power, Anastopoulos, & Reid, 1998) in order to verify the student's symptoms 
of ADHD. The ADHD Rating Scale-IV includes brief, norm-referenced questionnaires 
that are linked directly to DSM-IV diagnostic criteria for ADHD, and is usually used as a 
part of a multi-method assessment. On the School and Home Version, teachers and 
parents indicate the frequency of the child's behaviors on 18 items using a four point 
Likert scale. Nine of the 18 items refer to symptoms of inattention, while the other nine 
items are symptoms of hyperactivity-impulsivity. The scale yields raw scores of 
Inattention, Hyperactivity-impulsivity, and Total. 
The psychometric properties of the ADHD-IV are strong. For the School 
Version, internal consistency reliability coefficients were .94 for Total score, .96 for 
Inattention, and .88 for Hyperactivity-impulsivity. The Home Version had alpha 
coefficients of .92 for Total score, .86 for Inattention, and .88 for Hyperactivity- 
impulsivity = .88. Test-retest reliability for the School Version was .90 for Total Score, 
.89 for Inattention, and .88 for Hyperactivity-impulsivity. For the Home Version, test- 
retest reliability was .85 for Total score, .78 for Inattention, and .86 for Hyperactivity- 
impulsivity (DuPaul, Power, McGoey, Ikeda, & Anastopoulos, 1998). Criterion validity 
has been demonstrated through positive correlations ranging from .66 to .85 between the 
two ADHD-IV versions, and the Conners’ Teacher and Parent Rating Scales. The scales 
ha\ e also been found to differentiate between ADHD-Combined, ADHD-Inattentive, and 
controls (DuPaul, Power, McGoey, et al., 1998). The following table includes the 
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percentiles foi each focus student based on teacher and parent ratings on the ADHD 
Rating Scale-IV. 
Table 3 
Results of the ADHD rating scale-IV 
ADHD-IV Percentiles 
Adam Jessica Thomas 
Scale Parent Teacher Parent Teacher Parent Teacher 
Hyperactive/Impulsive 98.5 85 98-99 89 88 50-75 
Inattentive 80-84 88 99 90 80 80-84 
Total 93 89.5 99 90.5 87 75-80 
Behavior Assessment System for Children-II 
The Behavior Assessment System for Children (BASC-II; Reynolds & 
Kamphaus, 1992) is a set of measures for the assessment and identification of emotional 
and behavioral problems in school-aged children. The system includes parent, teacher, 
and self-report rating scales, as well as a direct observation system and a structured 
developmental history. In this study, the broad-band teacher and parent rating scales 
were used to provide information about the child’s behavior in a number of domains. 
This information helped determine if the students were demonstrating difficulties in 
addition to those problems associated with ADHD. Responses to items are on a Likert 
scale indicating the frequency of behaviors over the previous six months. The items 
relate to scales including externalizing, internalizing, conduct, and school problems. 
Internal consistency ranges from the high .70s to low .90s for the teacher rating 
scales and low to mid .90s for the composite scores. Parent rating scales ran^e .70s to 
.80s and high .80s to low .90s on the composites. For the self-report, there is a range 
from .70s to .80s for the scales, and high .80s to mid .90s for the composites. Test-retest 
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reliability ranges for the teacher rating scales and composites are high .70s to low .90s 
and high .80s to mid .90s respectively. Ranges for the parent scales and composites are 
.70s to low .90s and .70s to low .90s respectively. The self report test-retest reliability 
ranges from .70s to .80s for the scales, and .70s to mid .80s for the composites. The 
BASC-II Teacher and Parent scales correlate highly with corresponding scales on the 
Child Behavior Checklist and different profiles are found for groups of children with 
preexisting clinical diagnoses (Reynolds & Kamphaus, 1992). 
On the BASC-II, Adam’s teacher and parent reported elevated scores on the 
Hyperactivity (Teacher: T score 63, percentile rank 89; Parent: T score 83, percentile 
rank 99) and Attention Problems (Teacher: T score 61, percentile rank 82; Parent: T score 
69, percentile rank 82) scales. They also reported elevated scores on the Atypicality 
scale. Adam’s parent rated his behavior in the at-risk range on the Social Skills scale, 
and his teacher rated Adam’s behavior in the at-risk range on the Withdrawal, 
Leadership, Functional Communication, and Study Skills scales. 
Jessica’s mother and teacher reported elevated scores on the Hyperactivity 
(Teacher: T score 63, percentile rank 89; Parent: T score 83, percentile rank 99) and 
Attention Problems (Teacher: T score 70, percentile rank 97; Parent: T score 74, 
percentile rank 99) scales. They also both reported elevated scores on the Conduct 
Problems and Functional Communication scales. Jessica's mother also reported elevated 
scores on the Depression, Atypicality, Adaptability, and Activities of Daily Living scales. 
Her teacher lepoited elevated scores for Jessica s behavior on the Aggression, Learning 
Problems, Withdrawal, Leadership and Study Skills scales. 
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Thomas’s mother and teacher reported elevated scores on the Hyperactivity 
(Teacher. T score 67, percentile rank 93; Parent; T score 63, percentile rank 89) and 
Attention Problems (Teacher; T score 64, percentile rank 89; Parent: T score 61, 
percentile rank 84) scales. They also both reported elevated scores on the Anxiety, 
Depression, and Withdrawal scales. Thomas’s mother reported elevated scores on the 
Aggiession, Atypicality, Social Skills, Activities of Daily Living, and Functional 
Communication scales. His teacher rated Thomas s behavior in the at-risk range on the 
Learning problems, Leadership and Study Skills scales. 
Comorbidity 
The information from the BASC-II and the clinical interview was used to address 
issues of comorbidity. A significant number of children with ADHD also meet the 
criteria for diagnosis of disorders including Oppositional Defiant Disorder or Specific 
Learning Disability. All of the students' parents or teachers reported elevated levels in 
areas other than hyperactivity or attention problems on the BASC-II. However, none of 
the students had a comorbid diagnosis at the time of the study. According to the 
diagnostic inteiview, Adam and Jessica did not present behaviors that would meet the 
diagnostic ciiteiia foi any of the disorders included in the interview. Thomas’s mother, 
however, reported symptoms that met the diagnostic criteria for Oppositional Defiant 
Disorder. Piioi to the start of the study it was determined that in order to participate in 
this study, the students could show difficulties in other areas as long as their primary 
diagnosis was ADHD. 
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Cognitive Skills 
Finally, in order to participate in the study, students were required to possess 
averase cognitive abilities, as measured by an intelligence test such as the Wechslei 
Intelligence Scale for Children-IV (WISC-IV; Wechsler, 2003), or the Wechsler 
Abbreviated Scale of Intelligence (WASI; Wechsler, 1999). Information for Adam was 
acquired throush a psychological assessment that was conducted less than one year prior 
to the start of the study. Adam’s full scale IQ on the WISC-IV was 98. The WASI was 
administered to Jessica and Thomas by a school psychology graduate student. On this 
scale Jessica’s full scale IQ was 90, and Thomas’s full scale IQ was 112. All three 
students’ scores fell in the average range. 
Peer Coach Inclusion Criteria 
Three peer coaches were nominated by their teachers to participate in the study. 
The peer coaches were in the same classroom as each focus student. They were chosen 
based on their demonstrated high frequency of appropriate behaviors in the classroom 
and grade level academic performance. 
Initial efforts to recruit peer coaches involved the primary investigator meeting 
with the teachers of the focus students to discuss the study. During this meeting, the 
teachers were asked to determine which student in his or her class she felt would be the 
best peer coach for the focus student. It was recommended that the peer coach should be 
a tolerant, reliable, and trustworthy individual. Before contacting the potential peer 
coaches’ parents, the supervisor checked with the focus students to ensure they would be 
interested in working with the student chosen by the teacher. The primary investigator 
then had phone conversations with the nominated peer coaches’ parents and meetings 
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with the potential peer coaches to discuss the study. The parents and potential peer 
coaches were then encouraged to consider if the student would like to participate. All 
thiee original peer coaches chosen by the teachers became participants. Late in the 
spring, Chris, Thomas s peer coach, finished the school year early, and Beth became his 
new peer coach. The same procedures were used to recruit Beth as the other peer 
coaches. 
Independent Variable 
The peer coaching package (see Appendix C) served as the sole independent 
variable of the study. Each focus student and peer coach pair participated in the 
intervention during the school year. Adam s involvement began in the fall and ran into 
the early spring. Both Thomas and Jessica were involved late winter through the end of 
the school year. The primary investigator served as the trainer and supervisor for the peer 
coaching piocess foi Adam. Jessica and Thomas were trained and supervised by the 
school psychologist/intern at their schools, who was trained in the peer coaching 
intervention procedures by the primary investigator. This training took approximately 30 
minutes as the trainee had previous knowledge about the intervention. 
The Role of the Supervisor 
The supervisor was present in the school multiple times throughout the w-eek in 
order to check-in with the students, perform treatment integrity checks, and to manage 
various elements of the study. The supervisor was present during the first day the 
activities were implemented for each peer coaching pair. The supervisor w-as responsible 
for working with the students' teachers to determine reasonable rewards that were 
provided once-per-week. At the conclusion of each week, the supervisor met with the 
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peer coaching pairs to discuss their scores for the week and deliver possible rewards. At 
that time the supervisor also completed letters to the focus students' and peer coaches' 
families to inform them of their weekly performance. Due to time constraints, the 
intervention weeks were set up differently for each student. For instance, Adam's 
intervention week went from Tuesday to Tuesday. Supervision meetings were held on 
Tuesday and rewards were also administered that day. The meetings typically lasted 20- 
30 minutes and were all conducted during non-academic times, such as lunch. 
Peer Coaching Training 
Explanation of the Peer Coaching Process to the Participants 
Following the baseline phase, and prior to the implementation of peer coaching, 
the supervisor met with each peer coach and focus student pair to conduct the training 
procedures. The trainings lasted 45 minutes to one hour and were conducted in one or 
two sessions. A manual/binder was provided to the student participants (see Appendix 
C). During the initial meeting, the supervisor reviewed the peer coaching manual with 
the students. The students were once again informed that they were participating in a 
study to see how the peer coaching process could help students who were having 
problems with their peers/friends. The supervisor used language that was appropriate 
based on the age of the students. They discussed that the focus student was chosen by his 
or her teacher and parents because they thought he or she might benefit from the peer 
coaching intervention and would be a good participant in the study. The supervisor told 
the students that the peer coaches were chosen by the teacher because they were viewed 
as someone who would be a good teammate in helping the focus student reach his or her 
goals. The supervisor informed the students that even though the focus student was 
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chosen to paiticipate in this study as the student with goals, everyone experiences 
problems in various areas, including the supervisor and peer coach. They were told that 
it was possible that the intervention could help many people. It was stated that in order 
for other people to use this program, it needed to be investigated to determine if it was 
useful, and the focus student was chosen to be one of the first students involved in 
researching this program. 
The supeivisoi also explained the phases of the study and the fact that there would 
be a period of time when the intervention would be removed. Also, the students were 
informed that undergraduate and graduate students would be observing them during 
recess. The supervisor emphasized that during these observations the students should act 
as they normally would during those times. 
Role of the Peer Coach 
The students were informed that the role of the peer coach was to help the focus 
student set social goals by acting as a coach, or someone the focus student would check¬ 
in with on a daily basis. This was an important part of the training in which the 
relationship between the focus student and peer coach was established. The primary 
investigator worked with the teachers to find peer coaches who would take the role 
seriously and understand his or her role in supporting the focus student. The students 
were informed that the peer coach was to act as a type of extra set of eyes and ears in 
01 dei to help the focus student achieve his or her goals. The supervisor emphasized that 
the role of the peer coach was not to tell the focus student what to do. The students were 
directed to work together to devise goals, and the coach was there to remind the student 
of the goal, and provide positive feedback throughout the day. 
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Determining Social Goals 
At this point in the training, the supervisor, peer coach, and focus student then 
discussed areas in which the focus child wanted to improve, and together they completed 
a form of sample goals for the focus student. An example of a goal is the focus student 
would invite another student with whom he or she usually argued with to play a game 
with him or her during recess that day. At no point did the supervisor share that the focus 
student had been diagnosed with ADHD. They only focused on specific problems that 
the student was encountering with his or her peers. 
Explaining the Peer Coaching Steps 
Once the students had determined a list of sample goals, the supervisor then 
explained the peer coaching process. At the beginning of each day, the peer coach and 
focus student were to meet to set a social goal for that day. They then completed the 
Daily Goal Form in their peer coaching binder, which was stored in their classroom. The 
peer coach reminded the focus student of his or her goal at the beginning of the period in 
which it was to be obtained. During that period, the peer coach approached the focus 
child and provided him or her with positive feedback about his or her behavior as needed. 
At the end of the period, the students returned to the classroom and completed the rating 
process on the Daily Goal Form. The students* teachers were aware of this activity and 
provided the students with necessary time to complete this step of the intervention 
package. Overall, the steps took about five to ten minutes each day to complete. On the 
days in which the focus student or the peer coach was absent, the peer coaching activities 
were not attempted as both students were needed to complete the activities. 
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The rating piocess for the peer coaching package was based on a rating system 
developed by Young et al. (1991). The students completed a four point scale each day. 
As indicated on the Daily Goal Form, four points was considered Honors, three points 
was considered Satisfactory, two was Needs Improvement, and one was Unsatisfactory. 
A rating of Honors was achieved when the focus student did not experience any 
difficulties reaching his or her goal. A Satisfactory score was the result of the student 
having one or two minor difficulties reaching his or her goal. Minor difficulties included 
arguing with a peer or breaking a rule of a group game, as it related to the daily goal. The 
student could receive one or two warnings from the supervising teacher, or feedback from 
his or her peer coach. Also, a Satisfactory score indicated that the student quickly 
displayed appropriate behavior following the warnings or feedback. Needs Improvement 
was a result of the target student having three or more problems working toward his or 
her goal, including arguing with peers or breaking rules of games, as they related to the 
daily goal. The student could receive several warnings from the supervising recess 
teachei about his or her behavior or feedback from the peer coach, as long as the student 
quickly displayed appropriate behavior following the warnings or feedback. A rating of 
Unsatisfactory resulted if the student had three or more problems when working toward 
his or her goal. Any serious rule violations relating to the daily goal, such as hitting 
another student, lesulted in an Unsatisfactory score. Additionally, a student received this 
lating if his or her behavior did not change in response to teacher warnings or feedback 
from the peer coach. 
During the rating process the peer coach first circled his or her score indicating 
how well he or she believed the focus student did in attaining the goal. The peer coach 
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then covered his or her rating and the focus student circled his or her own rating. This 
process was meant to encourage the focus student to make accurate judgments about his 
or her behavior. If the scores were within one point of each other, the student received 
the peer coach’s score for his or her ‘’Points for the Day.” If both students circled the 
same number a bonus point was added to the score they circled. If the scores were two or 
more points from each other, then the student received a score of one for that day, for 
effort. The students then recorded the “Points for the Day,” and transferred this 
information to the Weekly Goal Table. 
At the end of each week the students received rewards based on their 
performance. Both the peer coach and the focus student received a reward if the student 
achieved a certain average number of points at the end of the week. Prior to the start of 
the study the supervisors provided practice exercises in averaging the scores. Adam and 
his peer coach were able to average their own scores each week while Thomas and 
Jessica's supervisor provided them with an instructional sheet and also helped them 
complete this step (see Appendix D). She also provided the students with a sheet that 
showed examples of calculating points for the day (see Appendix D). Based on their 
scores, each member of the peer coaching pairs chose a reward from a reward menu. 
Developing a Reward Menu 
During the training activities the students compiled a list of three possible weekly 
rewards and completed the reward menu. The weekly scores were based on the average 
score for the week rounded to one decimal place. The point ranges were the following: 
Reward 3: average of 3.0-3.9 points; Reward 2: average of 4.0-4.9 points; Reward 1: 5 
points. 
Practicing the Steps of the Peer Coaching Package 
Once the students roles and the steps of the intervention were explained to them, 
and they compiled a list of social goals and possible rewards, they then practiced the peer 
coaching steps. They used social goals that were generated for the Sample Goal Form 
and completed the Daily Goal Form. The supervisor provided them with sample scores, 
and they determined the amount of points that were earned for each sample day. They 
also piacticed calculating the total score for the week. They were asked questions about 
the steps of the piocess for each sample goal. When they were able to provide the correct 
steps, complete a Daily Goal Form, and transfer the score to the Weekly Goal Table 
without mistakes, the training was concluded. 
Treatment Integrity 
The treatment integrity, or fidelity with which the peer coaching package was 
implemented, was monitored throughout the study (Gresham, 1989). Since the students 
were responsible for independently completing the steps in the peer coaching process, it 
was necessary to monitor their behaviors in order to be able to attribute changes in the 
students social behaviors to the peer coaching intervention. Procedures to ensure 
treatment integrity included weekly reviews of the students’ binders to determine if the 
students were completing the Daily Goal Form properly. During the weekly meetings the 
supervisors completed a list of treatment integrity questions (see Appendix E). Each 
week, the students were asked to state the steps of the peer coaching process. Through 
speaking with the students and reviewing their binder, the supervisors then recorded if the 
students remembered to complete their forms every day. The supervisors also recorded if 
the students forgot any steps that week and recorded the forgotten steps. There was also 
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space on the form for including notes about problems or challenges that arose each week. 
Additionally, the supervisors provided random spot-checks before, during, or after recess 
to ensure that the students were completing the steps according to procedures. The 
students’ teachers were also consulted to ensure the participants were completing the 
steps correctly. 
Dependent Variables 
The primary dependent variable in this study was based on direct observations of 
social behaviors in social settings. Merrell (2001) stated "'naturalistic behavioral 
observation and behavior rating scales are proposed as the two assessment methods that 
should be considered primary or ‘first line' choices for social skills assessment” (p. 3). 
Also, the students’ teachers completed the Social Skills Rating Scale (SSRS; Gresham & 
Elliott, 1990) and the School Social Behavior Scale, Second Addition (SSBS-2; Merrell, 
2002) at the conclusion of each treatment phase. Finally, a semi-structured interview 
(See Appendix F) was conducted at the conclusion of the study as a measure of social 
validity for the focus students, peer coaches and teachers. 
Direct Observations of Social Behaviors 
The first question of this study investigated the effects of the intervention on the 
peer social behaviors of the students. The dependent variable used to measure positive 
peer social behaviors was the Total Percent Positive Behavior scores on the Peer Social 
Behavior Code of the Systematic Screening for Behavior Disorders (SSBD; Walker & 
Severson, 1992). Merrell (2001) noted that this code is an “exemplary interval-based 
coding procedure for direct observation of children’s social behavior” (p. 7). As part of a 
multiple-gating screening procedure, the Peer Social Behavior Code is typically used 
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with students in giades one through six to observe their social behaviors during recess. 
The partial interval recording system consists of 10 second intervals. In these intervals. 
obser\ eis identify a focus student s behavior in one of five ways; Social Engagement. 
Paiticipation, Parallel Play, Alone and No Codeable Response. Further, Social 
Engagement and Paiticipation, when coded, also are rated as either positive or negative, 
while the other behaviors are simply recorded with a check if they occur during the 
inteival obseived. If a positive interaction occurs in the same 10 second interval as a 
negative intei action, only the negative interaction is recorded. At the conclusion of the 
observation, the data are transferred onto a summary sheet and the percentage of time the 
student engaged in each category is determined. 
Foi the puiposes of this study, the Total Percent Positive Behavior score was used 
as a dependent variable. The percentage of intervals including positive peer social 
behaviors was determined by adding together the number of intervals that included 
positive social engagement and positive participation, then dividing this sum by the total 
number of intervals and multiplying by 100. This procedure is described in the SSBD 
manual as yielding a 'Total % Positive Behavior” score. The manual provides several 
pages of examples and non-examples of the five category definitions and positive and 
negative behaviors. 
Throughout each phase of the study observations were conducted multiple times 
per week during recess for each focus student and his or her comparison peer. The recess 
setting was characterized by activities with a lack of academic demand characteristics, a 
lack of adult directedness, free opportunity to interact with peers, and activities that were • 
characterized by free-choice. The mean observation interval was 10 minutes, with a 
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range from around five minutes to around 15 minutes. The recess periods were supposed 
to last 20 minutes, but the children were often late coming out from their classes or lunch. 
Often, the children would start recess late and sometimes end early. 
Behavior Rating Scales 
The second question of this study investigated the effects of the intervention on 
teacher and student perceptions of the focus students’ social status or social behaviors. In 
order to answer this question, each student's teacher, the focus students, and comparison 
peers completed appropriate versions of the SSRS and the SSBS-2 at the conclusion of 
each phase of the study. 
SSRS 
The SSRS is a popular rating system that includes parent, teacher, and self-rating 
scales. The elementary version applies to students in grades kindergarten through six. It 
includes 57 items related to social skills, problem behaviors, and academic competence. 
On the social skills and problem behaviors items, teachers respond on a three-point Likert 
scale on the frequency of behaviors. Additionally, on the social skills items, the teachers 
are asked to indicate how important each skill is for success in his or her classroom. The 
Social Skills scale has three subscales, which are Cooperation, Assertion, and Self- 
Control. The Student Form also includes Empathy. Scores on the Social Skills scale 
served as a dependent variable in this study. In addition, data were collected for the 
Problem Behaviors scale, which is composed of Externalizing, Internalizing, and 
Hyperactivity. Finally, data were collected for the Academic Competence scale. 
Psychometric properties of the SSRS appear to be strong. Internal consistency 
ranges on the Social Skills scale are .93 to .94 for teachers, and .83 for students. Test- 
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retest reliability scores on the social skills scale for teachers and students are .85 and .68 
lespectively. Criteiion-related and construct validity has been demonstrated through 
correlations between the SSRS and other scales such as the Child Behavior Checklist 
(Gresham & Elliott, 1990). 
SSBS-2 
The SSBS-2 is a teacher rating scale that includes a Social Competence scale and 
an Antisocial Behavior scale. Items are rated on a five-point Likert scale. The Social 
Competence scale consists of Peer Relations, Self-Management/Compliance, and 
Academic Behavior, and the Antisocial Behavior scale includes Hostile-Irritable, 
Defiant-Disruptive, and Antisocial-Aggressive subscales. Scores from both scales were 
dependent variables in this study. 
According to the SSBS-2 test manual (Merrell, 2002), internal consistency 
ieliability foi the Social Competence and Antisocial Behavior scales is strong, ranging 
from .96 to .98. The reliabilities of the subscales on the Social Competence scale ranged 
from .94 to .96. Reliabilities for the Antisocial Behavior subscales ranged from .92 to .96 
Test-retest reliability of the SSBS-2 on the subscales of the Social Competence scales 
ranges from .82 to .94 for Peer Relations, .76 to .86 for Self-Management/Compliance, 
and .77 to .93 for Academic Behavior. On the Antisocial Behavior subscales, test-retest 
reliability is reported as .70 to .94 for Hostile/Irritable, ,76-,94 for Antisocial/Aggressive, 
and .77 to .94 for Defiant/Disruptive. 
As evidence of convergent validity, the SSBS-2 was compared to several 
psychometrically sound measures. The SSBS-2 manual (2002) reports a relationship 
between the Antisocial Behavior subscale of the SSBS-2 and the Conduct Problem scale 
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of the Conners' Teacher Rating Scale (CTRS-39) of .82-.91. Moderate to very strong 
relationships (.60-.96) are reported between the SSBS-2 and the Waksman Social Skills 
Rating Scale. Also, correlations between the SSBS-2 Social Competence subscales and 
the Scale of Social Competence and School Adjustment (SSCSA) range from .62 to .94, 
and .78 to .94 for the total scores. The manual also reports evidence that the SSBS-2 can 
differentiate among groups of students with different social or behavioral difficulties 
(Merrell, 2002). 
Comparison Peer Data 
Direct observations of the social behaviors of typical peers were conducted 
throughout the study. Teachers were asked to indicate ‘'typically performing peers” in 
f Vi 
their classrooms. All identified students fell close to the 50 percentile on the ranking 
procedure described above. John was ranked 8 out of 21, Kristin was ranked 9 out of 19, 
and Justin was raked 10 out of 19. These students were observed throughout the study in 
order to compare the focus students’ performance to that of another student in his or her 
class. These observations were conducted separately from the focus students’ 
observations since it was difficult for one person to observe two students at the same due 
to the size of the recess area. Along with these data, the SSBD manual includes 
normative data for the Peer Social Behavior Code for analyzing the focus students’ social 
behaviors compared to other students. Additionally, the teachers and comparison peers 
completed the appropriate versions of the SSRS and the SSBS-2 at the conclusion of the 
research phases. Inclusion of peer comparison data was intended to answer the third 
question of the study, which investigated if the intervention resulted in normalization of 
the focus students' social behaviors. 
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Interobserver Agreement 
Observers in this study were eight undergraduate psychology students, six 
graduate students in school psychology, and the primary investigator. Attempts were 
made to keep all observers, except the primary researcher, who conducted occasional 
observations, blind to the treatment phases throughout the study. Prior to the start of the 
study each observer participated in the training for interobserver agreement provided in 
the SSBD, which includes quizzes that accompany a videotape for practice coding 
exeicises. All observers reached a criterion of 90% before conducting observations in the 
field. 
Throughout the study, interobserver reliability checks were conducted during 24 
out of 150 of the observations, or 16%. Two observers rated a student's behavior at the 
same time during recess. Both observers had a set of headphones attached by a long cord 
to a portable cassette player so they could both listen to the same tape at the same time. 
Agreement was calculated point-by-point with agreements divided by agreements plus 
disagreements with the remainder multiplied by 100. Point-by point agreement was 
calculated at 94% for positive social behaviors. A Cohen’s Kappa coefficient was 
calculated to determine reliability beyond the level of chance and was found to be .76. 
Social Validity 
In order to assess the satisfaction of the participants, the primary researcher 
conducted semi-structured interviews (see Appendix F) with each participant at the 
conclusion of the study. The participants were asked open ended questions related to the 
methods, goals, and outcomes of the intervention. Specific questions addressed the rating 
system for peer coaching, and the steps of the peer coaching process. 
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Research Design 
An ABAB reversal design was conducted to determine the effectiveness of the 
peer coaching package on the positive social behaviors of three students with ADHD. 
There were four phases in the study: baseline, peer coaching 1, return to baseline, and 
peer coaching 2. Observations were conducted during recess for the focus students and 
comparison peers during all phases. Baseline conditions occurred before the peer 
coaching package was introduced. In order to begin the intervention, general decision 
rules were followed considering the number of data points collected, with 10 as a goal, 
and the stability or variability of the data. The first peer coaching phase involved the 
introduction of the peer coaching steps. A decision to enter the return to baseline phase 
was based on the number of data points collected as well as the stability of the data. The 
final peer coaching phase was implemented based on data that indicated fewer average 
positive social behaviors occurring as compared to when the intervention was in place, 
again with consideration of the number of data points that were collected. Finally, the 
last peer coaching phase was concluded based on student performance following 
reintroduction of the intervention as well as the number of observations conducted. The 
results section highlights specific challenges that arose when determining when to change 
phases for one out of three of the participants. 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
This section is organized into four major parts. First, direct observation data are 
piovided foi each participant. Results then are presented for indirect measures of 
paiticipant behavior, including rating scale data. Finally, information regarding treatment 
integrity and social validity are presented. 
Direct Observations of Positive Social Behaviors 
Direct observations were conducted during all four phases of the study for each 
student paiticipant and his or her comparison peer. The results of the direct observation 
data aie provided in Table 4 for all participants and in Figures 1-3 for the participants 
Adam, Jessica, and Thomas respectively. 
Adam 
Baseline Phase 
Naturalistic observations were conducted resulting in ten data points collected for 
Adam, and eight for Adam’s comparison peer, John, over a period of five school weeks 
during the baseline phase, with no intervention present. During this phase, Adam was 
observed to engage in positive social behaviors an average of 58% of the observed 
intervals, with a wide range of 0-98%. His comparison peer was observed on average to 
engage in positive social behaviors during 96% of the intervals, with a small range of 91- 
100%. The SSBD manual reports that the Total Positive Score (referred to as positive 
social behaviors in this study) for “normal” boys in grades 4-6 is 90.07% with a standard 
deviation of 15.84. Therefore, Adam's baseline behavior w-as 2 standard deviations 
below the mean, while his comparison peer’s was in the average range. 
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Table 4 
Rates of positive social behaviors3 
Means and ranges by student 
Baseline 
Phase 
Peer Coaching 1 Return to 
Baseline 
Peer Coaching 2 
Focus Student 
Adam 58%(0-98%) 72%(36-95%) 53%(0-96%) 72%(14-100%) 
Jessica 46%(14-79%) 74%(38-96%) 42%(8-59%) 82%(73-95%) 
Thomas 53%(23-94%) 56%(7-98%) 88%(76-99%) 54%(22-90%) 
Peer Comparison 
John 96%(91-100%) 80%(46-98%) 98%(93-100%) 77%(54-100%) 
Kristin 91%(84-96%) 55%(23-85%) 41%(29-49%) 0%(no range) 
Justin 97%(no range) 80%(65-91%) 87%(no range) 92%(88-95%) 
‘Rates of positive social behavior data are presented as percent of intervals observed 
during which positive social behaviors were occurring. 
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Peer Coaching Phase 1 
In the first peer coaching phase of the study, nine observations were conducted for 
Adam and five were conducted for his comparison peer over the course of five school 
weeks. Observations were not conducted during the last week in December when the 
students were on vacation. Across the peer coaching phase, the average rate of Adam’s 
positive social behaviors was 72%, which fell just below 1 standard deviation from the 
mean. The data from this phase also showed less variability compared with baseline data, 
with a range of 36-95%. The percentage of non-overlapping data points in this phase was 
0%, due the high level of variability found during the baseline phase. Data during this 
phase for Adam's comparison peer fell within 1 standard deviation of the mean with a 
mean of 80% and a range of 46-98%. 
Return to Baseline Phase 
Once the data in the peer coaching phase indicated possible effects of the 
intervention, peer coaching was withdrawn and data again were collected during a return 
to baseline phase. Over a period of four school weeks, 10 observations were conducted 
for Adam, and five were conducted for his comparison peer. In this return to baseline 
phase, Adam’s mean percentage of positive social behaviors decreased to 53%, which 
was more than 2 standard deviations below the SSBD mean. Additionally, the variability 
in Adam's data increased (0-96%) from the range demonstrated in the peer coaching 
phase. The percentage of non-overlapping data points in this phase was 50% when 
compared to the data in the first peer coaching phase. Four data points fell below and one 
point fell above the range found in the first peer coaching phase. The data from the 
return to baseline phase are similar to those found in the initial baseline phase. During 
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this phase, Adam s comparison peer demonstrated positive social behaviors an average of 
98% of the intervals observed, which fell above the SSBD mean, with a ranee of 93- 
100%. 
Peer Coaching Phase 2 
The final phase of the study was introduced once 10 data points were collected 
and the ietuin to baseline phase demonstrated that the effects of the intervention were no 
longer likely influencing Adam’s behavior. The peer coaching activities took place 
during five school weeks over a period of six calendar weeks. One week after the second 
peer coaching phase was introduced the students spent a week on vacation. Twelve 
observations were conducted for Adam, and four were conducted for his comparison 
peer. Adam s positive social behaviors once again increased when the intervention was 
reintroduced to a mean of 72% with less variability (range from 14-100%) than the 
previous return to baseline phase. The percentage of non-overlapping data points in this 
phase was 17% when compared to the data in the return to baseline phase, with two data 
points falling above the range demonstrated in the return to baseline phase. Adam’s 
comparison peer demonstrated a mean of 77% for positive social behaviors during the 
final phase of the study with a range of 54-100%. 
These results suggest that the peer coaching intervention, as compared to no 
intervention, led to improved social behavior for Adam. This improvement resulted in 
Adam's observed social behaviors closely approximating that of typically functioning 
children according to the norms of the SSBD. Further, his behaviors during the final 
intervention phase were similar to his same class comparison peer. 
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Jessica 
Baseline Phase 
During the baseline phase, 10 data points were collected for Jessica, and three for 
Jessica’s comparison peer, Kristin. Observations were conducted over six school weeks 
during a period of seven calendar weeks due to the fact that a school vacation week 
occurred during this phase. Throughout this phase, Jessica was observed to engage in 
positive social behaviors an average of 46% of the observed intervals with a range of data 
from 14-79%. While only three observations were conducted for Jessica’s comparison 
peer, her behaviors appeared more stable than Jessica's with a mean of 91% and a range 
of 84-96%. According to the SSBD manual, the Total Positive Score for “normal” girls 
in grades 1-3 is 82.74% with a standard deviation of 18.82. Therefore. Jessica’s average 
baseline behavior was almost 2 standard deviations below the mean, while her 
comparison peer's was above the mean. 
Peer Coaching Phase 1 
Peer coaching activities were introduced and conducted during four weeks in a 
period of six calendar weeks. Two weeks after beginning the activities Jessica’s peer 
coach went on vacation, and the following week there was school vacation. Therefore, it 
was not possible to conduct observations during two middle weeks of this period. During 
this phase 10 observations were conducted for Jessica and five were conducted for her 
comparison peer. Across the peer coaching phase, the average rate of Jessica's positive 
social behaviors was 74%, which fell within 1 standard deviation of the SSBD mean. 
Jessica s data continued to appear variable (38-96%), with a noticeable upw'ard trend. 
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Data collected during the first two weeks of the intervention phase (range 38-56%) were 
significantly lower than the observations conducted after the two week lapse of activities 
(range 70-96%). The percentage of non-overlapping data points in this phase was 60%, 
with six data points falling above the range of the baseline data. During the first peer 
coaching phase, the average behaviors for Jessica's comparison peer dropped to more 
than 1 standard deviation below the SSBD mean with a mean of 55% and a range of 23- 
85%. 
Return to Baseline Phase 
As with Adam, once the data during the peer coaching phase demonstrated 
possible effects of the intervention, peer coaching was withdrawn and baseline conditions 
were reinstated. During this second baseline phase, five observations were conducted for 
Jessica and three data points were collected for her comparison peer. This phase lasted 
only 10 school days for Jessica, as the results indicated that Jessica’s behavior worsened 
when the intervention was withdrawn. Jessica's mean percentage of positive social 
behaviors decreased to 42% during the return to baseline phase, which was more than 2 
standard deviations below the SSBD mean. Data in this phase appeared slightly less 
variable (8-59%) than in previous phases. The percentage of non-overlapping data points 
in this phase was 20% when compared to the data in the first peer coaching phase, due to 
the variability of the data in the first peer coaching phase. One data point fell below the 
range found in the first peer coaching phase. The data from this return to baseline phase 
are similar to those found in the initial baseline phase. Jessica's comparison peer 
continued to demonstrate a decline in positive social behaviors with a mean of 41% of the 
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intervals observed and a range of 29-49%, which fell more than 2 standard deviations 
below the SSBD mean. 
Peer Coaching Phase 2 
Once the data in the return to baseline phase appeared stable, peer coaching was 
reintroduced and observations were conducted over a period of three school weeks, with 
seven obseivations conducted for Jessica, and one conducted for her comparison peer. 
Jessica once again demonstrated an increase in positive social behaviors to a mean of 
82% when the peer coaching intervention was reintroduced. Her data also appeared less 
vaiiable than in previous phases with a range of 73-95%. The percentage of non¬ 
overlapping data points in this phase was 100% when compared to the data in the return 
to baseline phase, with all data points falling above the range demonstrated in the return 
to baseline phase. Only one observation was conducted for Jessica s comparison peer 
during the final phase of the study. During this observation, her comparison peer spent 
the entire observation alone (0% positive social behaviors). 
As with Adam, these results suggest that the peer coaching activities, as compared 
to no intervention, led to improved social behaviors for Jessica during recess. At the end 
of the study Jessica's social behaviors were similar to those of typically functioning 
children according to the SSBD norms. Additionally, Jessica's average behaviors were 
higher than her comparison peer's behaviors during both intervention phases. 
Thomas 
The results for Thomas indicate that the intervention was producing little effect on 
his recess behavior. There were a number of factors, including absences, which 
presented challenges when implementing the peer coaching procedures with Thomas and 
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his fiist peei coach, Chris, who finished the school year early. His new peer coach, Beth, 
began following the brief return to baseline phase for the final peer coaching phase. Data 
for each phase are desciibed below in addition to details about phase change decisions. 
Baseline Phase 
During the baseline phase, 11 observations were conducted for Thomas, and one 
for his comparison peer, Justin. Observations were conducted over five school weeks. 
In the baseline phase, Thomas was observed to engage in positive social behaviors an 
average of 53% of the observed intervals with a wide range from 23-94%. Only one 
observation was conducted for Justin, in which he demonstrated positive social 
behaviors during 97% of the observed intervals. According to the SSBD manual, the 
Total Positive Scoie foi normal boys in grades 1-3 is 81.14% of intervals observed 
with a standard deviation of 19.39. Therefore, Thomas's baseline behavior was more 
than 1 standard deviation below the mean, while his comparison peer’s behavior was 
above the mean. 
Peer Coaching Phase 1 
Peer coaching activities were introduced and conducted over five weeks during a 
period of six calendar weeks. School vacation occurred two weeks after the peer 
coaching activities started. During this phase, 15 observations were conducted for 
Thomas and five were conducted for Justin. Similar to his average baseline performance, 
Thomas’s displayed positive social behaviors an average of 56% of the intervals observed 
during the first peer coaching phase, which was again more than 1 standard deviation 
below the SSBD mean. The percentage of non-overlapping data points in this phase 
when compared to baseline was 13%, with one data point falling above the range of the 
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baseline data and one falling below. During this phase, the mean positive social 
behaviors observed for Thomas's comparison peer was 80% with a range of 65-91%, 
which was within 1 standard deviation of the SSBD mean. 
Return to Baseline Phase 
The decision to enter the return to baseline phase was made once it appeared that 
the intervention was having little effect on Thomas’s positive social behaviors during 
recess. At the end of the first peer coaching phase Thomas was given the option to alter 
aspects of the activities, which he declined, as he reported things were going “great’* and 
he thought the activities were helping him. It was then decided to discontinue the 
activities in order to determine the effects of returning to baseline conditions on 
Thomas’s positive social behaviors during recess. 
This brief return to baseline phase lasted only eight school days. Two 
observations were conducted, w'hich resulted in a mean of 88% of positive social 
behaviors observed. Fifty percent of the data points overlapped with first peer coaching 
phase since there were only two observations conducted and one data point fell above the 
mean of the first peer coaching phase. During this phase, Thomas’s behavior was within 
1 standard deviation of the SSBD mean. While only one data point was collected for 
Thomas’s comparison peer, his performance (87%) was again within 1 standard deviation 
of the SSBD mean. 
At this point in the study questions of the level of integrity with which Thomas 
and his peer coach, Chris, were implementing the activities started to emerge. The 
Treatment Integrity section later in this chapter includes more details about this 
information. While the return to baseline data indicated improvements in Thomas’s 
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beha\ iois, information fiom his teacher and supervisor indicated that Thomas misht 
benefit from restarting the peer coaching activities with his new peer coach. 
Peer Coaching Phase 2 
When peer coaching was reintroduced. Thomas’s average positive social 
behaviors (54%) were similar to his performance in the baseline and first peer coaching 
phases. Six observations were conducted with a range from 22-90%. Compared to the 
letuin to baseline phase, 67% of the data points were nonoverlapping (lower than the 
lange fiom the thiid phase). Thomas s average positive social behaviors again fell more 
than 1 standard deviation below the SSBD mean. Two observations were conducted for 
Thomas s comparison peer during the final phase of the study. His comparison peer 
demonstrated positive social behaviors a mean of 92% of the intervals observed, which 
was above the SSBD mean. 
Based on the direct observation data, it appears that the peer coaching 
inteivention did not produce changes in Thomas’s positive social behaviors during recess. 
During both peer coaching phases Thomas’s behavior was below that of typically 
functioning boys according to the SSBD norms. Additionally, he demonstrated a much 
lower rate of positive social behaviors than his comparison peer during both intervention 
phases. 
Summary of Direct Observation Results 
Overall, the direct observation data support the conclusion that for two of the 
three focus students, the peer coaching strategies resulted in discernable changes in 
observable positive social behaviors during recess. However, for one student, similar 
positive effects were not found. 
75 
Indirect Measures of Participant Behaviors: Rating Scale Results 
Rating scales were completed by the focus students, their comparison peers, and 
the students’ teachers in order to examine perceived changes in the students’ behaviors 
throughout the study. This information was intended to supplement the direct 
observation data. Data for all scales of the SSBS-2, as well as the SSRS Teacher and 
Student Forms are displayed in Appendices G, H, and I, respectively. Based on the fact 
that the students’ teachers generally rated the comparison peers in the average or above 
average range on all scales throughout the study, the following section discusses the 
results for only the focus students. 
Adam 
SSBS-2 
Adam’s teacher completed the SSBS-2 for each phase of the study. Throughout 
all of the phases, Adam's teacher characterized his behavior as falling in the average 
range on the Total Antisocial Behavior scale. At the beginning of the study, Adam’s 
Social Competence Total fell in the at-risk range. Behaviors noted by his teacher 
included that Adam never participated effectively in group discussions and activities, 
never invited other students to participate in activities, never had skills or abilities 
admired by his peers, never completed assignments on time, never had good leadership 
skills, and he never was good at initiating or joining conversations with his peers. At the 
conclusion of the study, Adam's teacher rated his behavior in the average range for the 
Social Competence Total suggesting improvements had occurred over the course of the 
study. 
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SSRS-Teaeher Form 
As with the SSBS-2, Adam's teacher noted areas of weakness for Adam that 
showed improvement across phases on the SSRS-Teacher Form. Adam's teacher 
indicated that he displayed fewer Total Social Skills, more Total Problem Behaviors, and 
was performing below average academically when compared to his peers at the beginning 
of the study. Behaviors noted during baseline included that Adam never invited others to 
join in activities, never ignored peer distractions when doing class work, verv often 
appeared lonely, very often was easily distracted, very often liked to be alone, very often 
acted sad or depressed, very often acted impulsively, and very often fidgeted or moved 
excessively. At the conclusion of the study, Adam’s teacher rated his behavior in the 
average range on the Social Skills Total, Problems Behaviors Total, and Academic 
Competence Total scales. Specific improvements included that Adam very often invited 
others to join in activities, and he never acted sad or depressed. 
SSRS-Student Form 
Consistent with the behavior of many children with ADHD, at the start of the 
study Adam rated himself as having average skills as his peers on the Social Skills Total 
scale of the SSRS Student Form. During the final phase, Adam's ratings indicated that 
he felt he demonstrated more social skills than his peers based on his Total Social Skills 
score. This is consistent with information Adam shared during the interview conducted at 
the end of the study. 
Taken together, it appears that Adam and his teacher observed improvements in 
his behavior over the course of the study. This is consistent with the results of the direct 
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observations as well as the information that was provided in the interviews that were 
conducted at the end of the study. 
Jessica 
SSBS-2 and SSRS results 
Rating scales were completed by Jessica's teacher only during the baseline and 
peer coaching phases due to the short duration of the return to baseline phase. Jessica’s 
teacher rated her behavior similarly throughout the study. She noted that Jessica 
demonstrated average skills on the Social Competence and Antisocial Behavior Totals of 
the SSBS-2 at the beginning and end of the study. While baseline data for the Social 
Skills scale of the SSRS were not available, Jessica’s teacher rated her behavior on this 
scale in the average range at the conclusion of both peer coaching phases. Her teacher 
noted that Jessica was performing below average academically at the start and end of the 
study. Jessica displayed more problem behaviors than her peers during baseline and 
when the study was concluded. Behaviors during these phases included arguing and 
fighting, interrupting others, and demonstrating impulsive and distracted behaviors. 
Finally, Jessica rated her behavior in the average range for all phases on the SSRS 
Student Form, indicating that she felt she possessed average skills when compared to her 
peers. 
These results suggest that while Jessica may have demonstrated improvements in 
her recess behavior, as indicated by the direct observation results, these changes did not 
produce a large enough effect to result in generalized changes in Jessica’s overall 
behavior as rated by her teacher. This is consistent with information her teacher shared 
during the interview at the conclusion of the study. 
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Thomas 
SSBS-2 
As with Jessica. Thomas’s teacher completed rating scales for the baseline and 
peer coaching phases of the study, due to the brief return to baseline phase. Thomas's 
teacher rated his behavior in the average range on the Antisocial Behavior Total scale at 
the beginning and end of the study. Her ratings placed Thomas in the at-risk range on the 
Social Competence Total at the start of the study, and improved to the average range 
when the study was concluded. 
SSRS-Teacher Form 
Data from the baseline phase were not available for the Social Skills scale of this 
form. However, Thomas’s teacher rated his behavior in the average range on the Total 
Social Skills scale during both intervention phases. She consistently rated his academic 
competence as below average throughout the study. During the baseline phase, Thomas’s 
teacher indicated that he demonstrated more problem behaviors than his peers. 
Behaviors included very often being easily distracted, interrupting the conversation of 
others, and fidgeting or moving excessively. She also noted that Thomas continued to 
display more internalizing problem behaviors during all phases of the study, including 
displaying low self-esteem, appearing lonely, and acting sad or depressed. By the end of 
the study, Thomas’s teacher reported that his behaviors fell in the average range on the 
Problem Behaviors scale, indicating some improvement had occurred. However, he 
continued to demonstrate more internalizing problem behaviors than his peers. This is 
consistent with Thomas’s own ratings of his behavior as well as information provided by 
his teacher during the interview conducted at the end of the study. 
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SSRS-Student Form 
Thomas was the only focus student who reported having fewer skills than his 
peers on any area of the Student Form of the SSRS. During the baseline phase Thomas 
rated himself as possessing fewer social skills than his peers on the Total Social Skills 
scale. Behaviors Thomas noted during baseline included never ignoring classmates who 
were fooling around in class, never controlling his temper when people were angry with 
him, never ignoring children when they teased him or called him names, and never asking 
adults for help when other children tried to hit him or push him around. During the first 
peer coaching phase, Thomas then rated his behavior in the average range on all scales of 
this form. However, at the conclusion of the study, Thomas again rated himself as 
demonstrating fewer skills than his peers on the Total Social Skills scale. The only area 
in which Thomas noted improvement over the course of the study was on the Self- 
Control scale. This is consistent with information Thomas provided during the interview 
at the conclusion of the study as well as information that was shared by his teacher. 
Based on the results of the rating scales, Thomas and his teacher noted some 
improvements in his behaviors over the course of the study. However, this information is 
not consistent with the direct observation data obtained throughout the study. At the 
conclusion of the study Thomas continued to rate himself as possessing fewer social 
skills than his peers, and he consistently demonstrated more internalizing problem 
behaviors than his peers throughout the study. 
Summary of Indirect Measures Results 
Based on the information provided, it can be concluded that the peer coaching 
activities produced inconsistent changes in the students’ behaviors over the course of the 
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study. Additionally, the students' teachers rated participant student behaviors in the 
average range in many areas throughout the study. The results of the rating scales 
indicate that clear improvements were observed for Adam, while generalized 
improvements were not observed for Jessica, and only some improvements were reported 
for Thomas. 
Treatment Integrity 
In order to assess the extent to which participants were able to implement the 
strategies as designed, the peer coaching supervisor completed a Treatment Integrity 
Form during each weekly meeting (see Appendix E). This form was completed 10 out of 
10 weeks for Adam, five out of seven weeks for Jessica, and seven out of seven weeks 
for Thomas. The supervisor was able to note concerns on this form every week. Finally, 
reviews of the students' peer coaching binders revealed information about the integrity 
with which they completed the steps of the intervention. 
Treatment Integrity Questions 
All student participants were able to state the peer coaching steps with 100% 
accuracy throughout the intervention phases. Adam and his peer coach remembered to 
complete their forms every day for nine out of 10 weeks, and Thomas and his peer coach 
remembered to complete the forms six out of seven weeks. According to their 
supervisor, Jessica and her peer coach remembered to fill out the peer coaching forms 
every day. Additionally, Adam and his peer coach remembered all peer coaching steps 
nine out of ten weeks, Jessica and her peer coach remembered four out of the five 
documented weeks, and Thomas and his peer coach remembered the steps four out of 
seven weeks. Steps that were forgotten included forgetting to complete the Weekly Goal 
Table and the scoring section. Adam and Jessica both earned a reward each week the 
intervention was in place, while Thomas and his second peer coach, Beth, did not earn a 
reward the first week of the second peer coaching phase. When they were able to choose 
from the reward menu, the students chose a reward from the reward basket, despite the 
availability of other rewards. 
Peer Coaching Binder Review 
A review of the peer coaching binders revealed that Adam's daily goals included 
inviting a friend to play with him at recess, listening to a person when having a 
conversation without interrupting, trying something new at recess, and not bothering or 
arguing with specific peers. Jessica’s goals included taking turns jumping rope, making 
new friends, and trying not to get in fights. Thomas’s goals included walking away if 
people called him names, spending time with others at recess, making a new friend by 
inviting them to play games, and not being a trouble maker. 
Additional Concerns 
Jessica and Thomas’s supervisor noted a number of concerns on the Treatment 
Integrity forms. While Jessica and her peer coach appeared to implement the steps with 
integrity overall, there were some challenges reported at the beginning of the study. 
Jessica’s supervisor noted that the activities had only occurred for two weeks when 
Jessica’s peer coach, Sara, went on vacation, a week prior to the school vacation week. 
Before vacation, the supervisor noted that Jessica and Sara had chosen goals that were a 
bit easy. During the meeting directly before vacation the supervisor was only able to 
meet with Jessica since Sara had left school early. At this meeting Jessica had already 
completed torms for the upcoming week, though she informed her supervisor that she 
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was just playing with the forms. Due to Sara's absences and school vacation, a booster 
session was conducted when the students returned to school. After this booster session, 
for the rest of the weeks when peer coaching was in place, no problems or challenges 
were reported by the supervisor. 
Thomas s supei visor noted a number of factors over the course of the study that 
influenced the integrity with which the activities were implemented. At one point 
Thomas brought his binder home and forgot it there. Additionally, during the first week, 
Thomas s peei coach, Chris, completed goals on the forms for an entire week ahead of 
time, instead of daily. A major challenge was that Thomas and Chris were absent quite 
often duiing the first peer coaching phase. During this time the students only completed 
the activities 12 out of 25 possible days (or 48% of the time) due to absences. Return to 
baseline conditions were then introduced and Chris left school for the year. Beth was 
chosen as Thomas s new peer coach, with Thomas’s approval. The supervisor trained 
Beth, and the activities were re-introduced. During this phase there were nine possible 
days in which the activities could take place, and the students participated in the activities 
eight out of nine days. 
Their supervisor noted that the first week of the second peer coaching phase was 
a leally hard week for Thomas since a relative of his had just undergone emergency 
surgery. Also, he felt like he lost a good friend because his peer coach had left school. 
The supervisor noted that Thomas’s new peer coach was possibly more honest than his 
previous peer coach when rating Thomas’s behavior. Because of this, while Thomas and 
Chris earned a prize every week of the first peer coaching phase, when the activities were 
reintroduced, Thomas and Beth did not receive a prize during the first week. Also, 
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Thomas often appeared visibly upset during this week, and his peer coach was having a 
difficult time getting him to play at recess. The supervisor then met alone with Thomas, 
and he reported that he wanted to continue the activities. 
Summary of Treatment Integrity Results 
Based on the treatment integrity data, overall, Adam and Jessica were able to 
implement the activities with accuracy and relative consistency. Thus, changes in Adam 
and Jessica’s recess behaviors can be attributed to the peer coaching activities. On the 
other hand, Thomas's implementation of the intervention was inconsistent and variable in 
its accuracy. Based on this information, it appears that the peer coaches were able to 
serve effectively as peer coaches, provided that they were in school consistently in order 
to participate in the activities. 
Social Validity 
Interviews were conducted with the focus students, their peer coaches, and their 
teachers at the conclusion of the study in order to gain an understanding of how the 
participants viewed the peer coaching activities. The peer coaching supervisors also 
provided information about challenges in implementing the activities. Adam and his peer 
coach, Scott, were much more detailed in their responses than Jessica, Thomas, and their 
peer coaches. These differences in response style are reflected in the information that 
was gathered from each peer coaching pair. While the following paragraphs summarize 
this information, complete results of the social validity interviews are found in Appendix 
J. 
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Teacher Results 
Neither of the teachers voiced concerns with the procedures or time commitment 
involved in the activities. Adam s teacher felt that his social relationships had improved 
over the course of the study. While Jessica's teacher felt her recess behaviors had 
improved, including that she was in less fights, she stated that Jessica continued to 
demonstrate problems during other times of the school day. Thomas's teacher noted 
improvements in his self-control, though overall she felt Thomas needed more help than 
the peer coaching package provided. 
Supervisor Results 
A few challenges were noted by the peer coaching supervisors. Scheduling 
meetings was difficult at times due to absences and the fact that one supervisor was 
responsible for two peer coaching pairs. Additionally, Thomas required a level of 
attention that was over and beyond the requirements of the activities. 
Student Results 
All of the students reported that they enjoyed participating in the activities. They 
felt they could understand and implement all aspects of the peer coaching steps. Thomas. 
Jessica, and their peer coaches enjoyed receiving weekly rewards, while Adam and his 
peer coach noted other aspects of the intervention were more “powerful.” The students 
were comfortable with their roles, though Thomas and Jessica both noted that they would 
like an opportunity to be a peer coach. Adam and his peer coach stated that they would 
have liked to include classroom behaviors as daily goals (i.e., completing assignments). 
Jessica and Thomas noted that they occasionally forgot some steps, which is consistent 
with treatment integrity data. When asked if they thought the interventions helped, Adam 
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and his peer coach noted that he spent more time with friends and appeared to get made 
fun of less often. They also stated that they were likely to “hang out” with each other 
more often after the study was concluded. Thomas noted he was able to “cool himself 
down” during the activities, while Jessica and her peer coach said that she got in less 
fights during recess. Finally, all three pairs stated that they would recommend the 
activities to other children. 
Summary of Social Validity Results 
Based on the information provided by the teachers, supervisors, peer coaches, and 
focus students, it appears that the peer coaching activities were viewed positively. While 
data from direct observations only supported the effects of the intervention for two 
students, all of the student participants and their teachers felt the focus students had 
benefited in some way from participating in the activities. 
Summary of Results 
Overall, it appears that the peer coaching activities were able to produce 
improvements in the positive social recess behaviors of Adam and Jessica. Similar 
results were not obtained for Thomas. However, it also appears that Thomas and his first 
peer coach did not implement the intervention with an adequate level of integrity, which 
limited the chances of the intervention affecting Thomas’s behavior. Based on the 
treatment integrity data, it appears that the positive changes experienced by Adam and 
Jessica can be attributed to the intervention. While the rating scale results indicated 
improvements for Adam, Jessica s teacher did not indicate generalized improvements in 
her behavior outside of recess. Finally, all participants indicated that the peer coaching 
activities were considered socially valid. 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 
Children with ADHD display negative behaviors that often lead to difficulties in 
behavioral, academic, and social domains in school. While successful interventions exist 
for improving the behavioral and academic problems of children with ADHD, few 
intervention research studies specifically targeting social behaviors for this population of 
children have been conducted. 
Purpose of This Study 
The purpose of this dissertation was to investigate the effects of a peer coaching 
intervention package on the social behaviors of children with ADHD. Previous research 
documented improvements in social behaviors of three elementary-aged students with 
ADHD when the peer coaching package was combined with ClassWide Peer Tutoring 
(Plumer & Stoner, 2005). However, the present work is the first to investigate the effects 
of the peer coaching package as the sole intervention administered. 
This chapter is focused on a discussion of the research results. The discussion 
also includes a comparison of these results to previous research. Finally, limitations of 
the study are discussed as are suggestions for future research. 
Discussion of Primary Results 
Question 1: The Effects of Peer Coaching 
The first question of this study was: What were the effects of the peer coaching 
package on the social behaviors of elementary-aged students with ADHD? To address 
this question, direct observations of positive social behaviors were conducted for three 
students with ADHD during recess across baseline and intervention phases. The results 
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of the direct observations provide continued support for the peer coaching intervention, 
as the introduction of the package led to improvements in social behaviors for two of the 
three student participants during the phases in which the intervention was in place. Adam 
and Jessica both demonstrated noticeable increases in their average positive social 
behaviors during recess when the intervention was in place when compared to baseline 
conditions. 
However, the results were not uniformly positive. One student participant, 
Thomas, did not indicate improvements, and this was likely influenced by the low level 
of treatment integrity for this student. However, Thomas’s teacher also noted that he was 
“emotional and needy.” Therefore, it is possible that the intervention was simply not 
powerful enough in order to produce meaningful results for this particular student. 
Question 2: Effects of the Intervention on Teacher and Student Perceptions 
The second question of this study was: What were the effects of the intervention 
on teacher and student perceptions of the students' social status or social behaviors? To 
address this question, the student and teacher participants completed behavior rating 
scales throughout the study and participated in interviews at the conclusion of the study. 
The results suggest that all participants felt that the target students improved in 
some manner due to participating in the intervention. However, these results are not 
completely consistent with the results of the direct observations. 
Adam, his peer coach, and his teacher all reported that Adam demonstrated 
significant improvements in his social behaviors over the course of the study. Direct 
observations indicated that improvements had occurred during both intervention phases. 
Information from the interviews conducted with Adam, his teacher, and his peer coach, 
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revealed that while Adam spent much of his recess time alone prior to the intervention, 
w hen the study was concluded he often spent more time playing with same-aged peers. 
Jessica, her peer coach, and their teacher noted improvements during recess, 
particularly that Jessica was in fewer fights as a result of participating in the intervention 
activities. However, her teacher noted that Jessica continued to demonstrate difficulties 
outside of recess indicating a lack of generalization of treatment effects to other settings. 
Finally, while Thomas, his peer coach, and his teacher noted improvements in 
some of his behaviors over the course of the study, no improvements were seen during 
diiect obseivations of his lecess behaviors. Although Thomas s average positive social 
behaviors remained low during the intervention phases, both he and his teacher felt that 
he benefited from participating in the activities, particularly in demonstrating self-control 
However, his teacher indicated that it was likely that Thomas needed more help than the 
intervention could provide. 
Question 3: Normalization of Focus Students’ Behaviors 
The final question of the study was: To what extent did the intervention result in 
normalization of the target students* social behaviors? In order to answer this question, 
results from the direct observations of the target students’ positive social behaviors were 
compared to the norms of the Peer Social Behavior Code of the SSBD. Additionally, the 
target students’ data were compared to the rates of positive social behaviors displayed by 
their comparison peers 
The results indicate the intervention was successful in producing a normalization 
of the social behaviors for two focus students, and not successful in achieving this result 
for one student. While Thomas’s behavior remained below the SSBD mean and the 
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mean of his comparison peer during the peer coaching phases, Adam and Jessica's data 
suggest a normalization of their recess behavior occurred over the course of the study. 
Data from the direct observations indicate Adam and Jessica demonstrated more positive 
social behaviors during the intervention phases as compared to the phases in which no 
intervention was in place. 
An additional approach to interpreting the data involves comparing the data from 
the two baseline phases combined with the two peer coaching phases combined. 
Thomas’s mean positive social behaviors for the combined baseline phases was 59% of 
observed intervals compared to his combined peer coaching phases mean of 55%, again 
indicating that the intervention did not produce observable changes in Thomas’s recess 
behavior. However, data for Adam and Jessica confirm that the intervention likely 
produced positive outcomes, as Adam's mean positive social behaviors in the combined 
baseline phases was 56% compared to 72% in the combined peer coaching phases. 
Jessica demonstrated the most improvement of the student participants, exhibiting mean 
positive social behaviors 45% of the observed intervals during the combined baseline 
phases and 77% during the peer coaching phases. 
An alternate way of viewing the data is that during the baseline phases, on 
average, Adam and Jessica displayed positive social behaviors close to half of the 
intervals observed, while during the intervention phases, this mean was close to three 
quarters ol the intervals observed for both students during recess. This result suggests the 
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intervention led to many more positive social behaviors occurring for both students when 
the intervention was in place. 
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Interpretation of Additional Results 
In addition to the direct and indirect measures of student improvement, 
information also was gathered regarding the integrity with which the intervention was 
implemented as well as the social validity of the activities. The results suggest the 
intervention was implemented with integrity for two of the three peer coaching pairs. 
Additionally, the activities were viewed positively by all participants. All of the students 
were comfoi table with their roles and said they would recommend the activities to other 
students. 
Comparison with Previous Studies 
This piesent study provides additional support for the peer coaching activities as a 
cost-effective, naturalistic intervention for improving the social behaviors of children 
with ADHD, and addresses a gap in research literature for students with ADHD 
experiencing social difficulties. While the initial investigation of the procedures (Plumer 
& Stoner, 2005) appeared promising, it was not possible to interpret the influence of peer 
coaching alone as it was combined with CWPT. Therefore, the present work is the first 
to provide evidence to support the efficacy of the peer coaching package as a stand-alone 
intervention. The results also provide support for the Dawson and Guare (2000) coaching 
procedures with modifications for working with young children and peer coaches. 
Due to the fact that the peer coaching intervention was a package, it is impossible 
to know which components led to positive outcomes for two of the participants. 
However, it is important to note these components and how they provide support for 
previous research. Specific components of the activities included intervening at the 
point-of-performance, providing rewards contingent upon student behavior, and 
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implementing correspondence training strategies. Additionally, a major component was 
using peers as intervention agents, limiting the responsibilities of the students’ teachers. 
Intervening at the Point-of-Performance for Social Performance Problems 
Since children with ADHD are considered to possess social performance rather 
than social skill deficits (Barkley, 1997; Landau et al., 1998; Loney & Milich, 1982), 
interventions should focus on targeting behaviors at the point-of-performance in 
naturalistic settings. This important concept w;as demonstrated by Herring and Northup 
(1998), who found that generalized improvements in social behaviors during recess for a 
child with social and behavioral difficulties were only demonstrated after the intervention 
was applied in that setting. 
Positive results for the present study were found by targeting the social behaviors 
of children with ADHD during a natural time in which they displayed these behaviors. 
Additionally, the intervention was individualized for each target student, avoiding the 
“one-size-fits-all” approach that is often used when addressing children’s social 
difficulties. Each student's social goals were individualized to focus on performing 
specific behaviors. 
Correspondence Training 
The results of the study also provide continued support for the use of 
correspondence training procedures for children with ADHD. The peer coaching 
activities incoiporated this strategy by having the student with ADHD state a daily goal 
and obtain reinforcement based on his or her performance of the stated behavior. Also, 
the intervention allowed the student to focus on one specific behavior at a time, thus 
increasing the chances that the student writh ADHD w'ould remember and focus on the 
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goal during the period in which it was addressed. The use of peers as intervention asents 
extends pre\ious iesearch that incoiporated correspondence training procedures for 
children with ADHD with adults rather than peers (Paniagua. 1992). 
Reward Contingencies 
A major component of the intervention was the use of rewards based on student 
performance throughout the week. Providing rewards contingent on demonstrating a 
specific behavior is one of the most well-researched and successful intervention strategies 
for improving the behaviors of students with ADHD. The reward procedures allowed the 
students to choose fiom three reward options based on the level of student performance. 
Once the intervention started, the students most frequently chose the reward basket. 
Interestingly, while the two third grade target students found the rewards a favorite 
component of the activities, the fifth grade student and his peer coach claimed that other 
aspects of the intervention were more “powerful” in producing improvements in the focus 
student’s behavior. 
Finally, previous research has often included daily rewards when peers were 
components of the interventions. Of the four dyad-based interventions reviewed in 
Chapter 2 (Christiansen et al., 2004; DuPaul et ah, 1997; Nelson, et al., 1995; Plumer & 
Stoner, 2005) only the peer coaching intervention involved a weekly reward. While the 
reward frequency appeared to be often enough for two participants in this study, it is 
possible that increasing the reward frequency may be necessary for some children. 
Peers as Intervention Agents 
The results of this study provide clear support for using peers as intervention 
agents to improve the social behaviors of children with ADHD. Aside from the weekly 
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meetings, the student pairs were largely responsible for completing the activities by 
themselves throughout the week. Previous dyad-based interventions often have included 
an adult participating in a more active role or on a daily basis (Christiansen et al., 2004; 
DuPaul et al., 1997, Nelson et al., 1995). The results of this study extend previous 
research by indicating that for at least two of the participants, it appears that weekly 
meetings with an adult were all that was necessary in order to implement the activities 
with integrity and produce positive results. However, as with the frequency of rewards, 
some children may require more frequent adult supervision. 
Based on the information gathered in the student interviews, none of the peer 
coaches or focus students voiced concern with their roles or the expectations of their 
behaviors. Concerns when using peers as intervention agents often include that the peer 
may feel overloaded with responsibility or he or she may feel peer pressure due to 
spending time with a socially undesirable student. An interesting anecdotal result was 
Thomas stated that ‘’everyone'’ wanted to be his peer coach, providing further evidence 
that the activities were viewed positively. 
Beyond simply providing support or monitoring behavior, the students in this 
study demonstrated that they were capable of rating the focus students’ behaviors and 
matching their results, which is consistent with results from previous studies 
(Christiansen et al., 2004; DuPaul et al., 1997; Mitchem et al., 2001; Nelson et al., 1995; 
Plumer & Stoner, 2005). All students appeared to have been able to complete this step of 
the peer coaching activities, with only a few mistakes noted throughout the study. While 
the filth grade peer coaching pair implemented the activities with ease, the third grade 
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students weie given more support and training in the rating steps and calculating their 
average weekly score. 
Adult Involvement 
The use of peers as primary intervention agents instead of teachers in this study 
supports the current emphasis of implementing alternatives to teacher-directed 
interventions in schools. Using peers as primary agents was particularly important in this 
study as the target behaviors were peer social behaviors, and the teachers were often not 
a\ ailable to supervise the social behaviors the students were displaying during recess. 
Both teachers involved in this study found the activities socially valid and did not voice 
concerns with the procedures or their responsibilities, which were primarily providing the 
students w ith the time to complete the activities and meet with the supervisor weekly. 
While the teachers had few responsibilities in this study, adult supervision was an 
important component of the intervention. The student pairs were supervised by the 
school psychologist at their schools. While the supervisors noted that it was sometimes 
challenging to manage the time to meet weekly with the pairs, this was largely a problem 
due to the number of absences of one focus student and his peer coach. Although the 
supervisors were not active participants in the naturalistic activities, it is possible that the 
weekly meeting with an adult to discuss his or her behavior w'as a powerful component of 
the intervention for the focus students. 
Cost Effectiveness 
The social validity noted by the student and adult participants combined with the 
positive results for two students supports the cost-effectiveness of the peer coaching 
activities. When determining if an intervention is worthwhile, it is important to consider 
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the potential benefits in comparison to the amount of time and effort required to produce 
those results. The students participated in 45 minutes to one hour of training, spent 5-10 
minutes each day on the activities, and participated in a weekly meeting for 
approximately 20-30 minutes during non-academic times, such as lunch. While the 
teachers had no major responsibilities, the supervisor was responsible for conducting the 
training and meeting with the students during the weekly meetings. Considering that for 
two of the target students, there was approximately a 50% improvement in their positive 
social behaviors when the intervention was in place, it appears that the results were worth 
the time and effort, particularly since the teachers were not active participants in the 
activities. 
Limitations 
While the results of this study provide further support for the peer coaching 
package in improving the social behaviors of children with ADHD, several limitations 
should be noted. As indicated previously, a limitation of the study is being unable to 
determine the effects of the various components of the intervention on the social 
behaviors of the participants. Also, the study included a small number of participants, 
thus limiting the generalizability of the results. How'ever, as this was the first intensive 
investigation of the peer coaching activities alone, an ABAB design was appropriate 
(Kazdin, 1982) and necessary due to the time-consuming nature of collecting direct 
observations of social behaviors in naturalistic settings. 
Lack of Effectiveness for One Participant 
Another limitation is while improvements were found for two students, the 
intervention clearly was not effective in producing changes in the social behaviors of 
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Thomas during recess. This lack of effectiveness could be due to a number of factors. 
Both Thomas s teacher and his supervisor noted that he was a particularly emotional 
young boy and he required more time with the supervisor than was planned for in the 
activities. Also, Thomas was the only focus student who rated himself as having fewer 
social skills than his peers during the study. He was also the only student who met the 
criteria foi another disorder, Oppositional Defiant Disorder, according the parent 
interview. Finally, Thomas may have been altering his behaviors during recess 
observations as he noted in the exit interview that he would get “freaked” when a teacher 
followed him around during recess. During multiple observations, Thomas actively 
avoided the observers, and at one point he looked at an observer and said, “bye.” 
All of these factors suggest that the intervention may not have been the right 
intervention or an intensive enough intervention to meet Thomas’s needs. However, it is 
impossible to determine if the intervention was ineffective due to a mismatch between 
Thomas’s needs and the components of the intervention, or the fact that the intervention 
was implemented with a low level of integrity, as previously mentioned. While frequent 
absences were not stated as a problem for Thomas or his peer coach at the start of the 
study, future studies should only include focus students and peer coaches who do not 
have school attendance problems. 
Lack of Maintenance of Effects 
While the reversal phases of the study provided evidence that the intervention was 
effective when it was in place for two students, this could also be considered a limitation 
of the intervention, as it is likely that the activity may only produce positive results 
during times/places of active implementation. However, this absence of carryover or 
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generalization to other times and places was expected due to the documented 
pervasiveness of social problems, making it unlikely for a brief intervention to produce 
long-lasting or generalized effects once the intervention was withdrawn. Instead, it is 
more likely that students with ADHD and social difficulties need continued support in 
order to maintain lasting results. However, since the intervention takes little time to 
implement, it is possible that the activities could be conducted over an extended period, 
and perhaps gradually faded over time. In order to address this hypothesis directly, 
follow-up data could have been collected. While this would have been possible for 
Adam, data for Thomas and Jessica were collected up to the end of the school year, thus 
precluding continuing project activities. 
Conducing School-Based Research 
The practical limitations of conducting school-based research presented several 
challenges throughout the course of this study. First, a number of observers were 
required since observations were being conducted for more than one student and his/her 
comparison peer at a time. At one point, observations were being conducted for all three 
focus students and their comparison peers. 
While it appears that the observers were able to code the students’ behaviors with 
an adequate level of agreement, challenges arose due to conducting the observations 
during recess. While the observers were able to stay at a close, but reasonable distance 
from the students, at times it was difficult to maintain a reasonable distance due to the 
speed in which the students moved across the playground. 
Although the students were supposed to be at recess for a period of time that 
would allow 15-minute observations, there were times when recess was much shorter. 
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Jessica and Thomas's class frequently lost recess time as a consequence for behaviors 
displayed in other settings throughout the day. Also, the winter weather influenced the 
length of time that the students participated in recess as it took more time for them to ^et 
ready to go outside. 
Teachers also sometimes kept target and comparison students in for recess 
lesulting in missed observations. Therefore, the primary investigator prepared an 
observation schedule informing the teacher which students needed to be at recess for each 
obser\ ation day. However, due to absences, the schedule sometimes needed to be 
changed the day of the observation. Due to these factors there were times when 
observations could not be conducted because the observer could not locate a student. As 
a result, some phases included a limited amount of observations for the comparison peers. 
An additional challenge was ensuring that the observers remained blind to the 
phases of the study. At one point, an observer noted that Jessica was talking about her 
goal throughout recess. Also, while the primary observer was not blind to the treatment 
conditions, it was necessary for her to conduct observations at times. 
SSRS Social Skills Data Not Available for Two Participants 
While rating scale data were completed at the end of each phase, information for 
the Social Skills scale of the SSRS Teacher Form were not gathered after the baseline 
phase for Jessica and Thomas. This was an oversight as the teacher forgot to complete 
the section and it was not apparent until later in the study. 
Medication Altered During Study 
As noted earlier, all three student participants were taking prescribed medication 
to treat their ADHD symptoms throughout the study. Only Adam’s parents reported 
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changes in his medication treatment. While his medication was altered when he returned 
to school in January after the holiday vacation, his data did not appear different from 
earlier in the same first peer coaching phase. Also, his results in the return to baseline 
phase were similar to those of the first baseline phase. 
Suggestions for Future Studies 
Consideration of the procedures and results of this study provides numerous 
suggestions for future investigations. First, future studies should continue to use peers as 
intervention agents in efforts at improving the behaviors of children with ADHD. 
Particular promise appears in the areas of peer monitoring with a rating component, as 
this study provided evidence for elementary-aged peers rating and matching recess 
behaviors with little adult support. Due to the numerous requirements of teachers during 
the school day, and the increasing practice of including students with disabilities in 
general education classrooms, studies should also continue to investigate interventions 
that require few responsibilities from teachers. Additionally, studies should be conducted 
in naturalistic school settings and include training information in order to evaluate if the 
activities are feasible and acceptable to school personnel. 
Suggestions for Investigations of Peer Coaching 
Possible changes to the peer coaching activities or the manner in which the 
procedures are evaluated are also numerous. While this study aimed to evaluate the 
effectiveness of the peer coaching package as a whole, future studies may attempt to 
determine the effects of the various components of the intervention by fading or 
removing components, such as the contingent rewards. Future studies should aim to 
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include moie taiget student participants, possibly using an experimental group design in 
01 dei to piovide further evidence for the efficacy of the peer coaching activities. 
Investigators may also wish to include peer sociometric status ratings for the 
student participants. While direct observations and rating scales were included in this 
study, as well as interviews with the students, their teachers, and their peer coaches, data 
were not collected on the perceptions of other peers of changes in student behavior or 
social status. 
I Although the students claimed to be satisfied with the peer coaching activities, 
they noted two areas that could be altered in future investigations. First, two of the focus 
students said that they would have liked to have also been a peer coach. This could be 
accomplished through the students each having a daily goal and rating each other’s 
behaviors, in a manner similar to studies included in the literature review. However, 
although this might add an element of fun for the target student, it would also add 
additional time required for the activities. 
One peer coaching pair noted that they wanted to include goals that were not 
social in nature. While the purpose of the activities was to increase social behaviors by 
working on social goals, the activities could be altered to include other types of goals in 
future investigations. 
Summary 
In summary, this research provides continued support for the use of the peer 
coaching package as an intervention to improve the social behaviors of elementary-aged 
children with ADHD. Improvements were demonstrated for two out of three focus 
students in positive social behaviors displayed during recess, indicating a normalization 
1 
of their behaviors when the intervention was in place. Also, teacher and student ratings 
and interviews suggest each focus student benefited in some way from participating in 
the peer coaching activities. Treatment integrity results suggest when children are 
consistently present in order to participate in the activities, they are able to implement the 
procedures with integrity. Finally, the cost-effective nature of the intervention 
contributes further to the development of socially valid, naturalistic interventions 
focusing on the social difficulties of children with ADHD and provides continued support 
for using peers as intervention agents in schools. 
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APPENDIX A 
SAMPLE CONSENT FORMS 
Consent for Voluntary Participation for Parents/Legal Guardians of Focus 
Student: 
Peer Coaching Project 
Name of Child: _ 
Name of parent/legal guardian:_ 
Address: 
Telephone: (_) 
My child has been invited to participate in a school-based study on the effects of 
peer coaching on children’s peer social interactions, or how well students get along with 
each other. This study will be conducted at my child’s school by Pamela Plumer, the 
School Psychologist at_ . and a doctoral candidate in the School 
Psychology program at the University of Massachusetts Amherst, as her dissertation 
re seat ch. She is advised by Dr. Gary Stoner, Director of the School Psychology program 
at the University of Massachusetts. My child has been selected as a possible participant 
in this study because he or she has been diagnosed with ADHD and may benefit from an 
intervention aimed at improving how he or she gets along with his or her peers. To 
participate in the study, my child will need to meet inclusion criteria to confirm his or her 
ADHD diagnosis, as well as his or her peer social problems. My child, his or her teacher, 
and I will need to complete two behavior rating scales. Each rating scale should take 
about 15 minutes to complete. Also, I will be interviewed by Pamela Plumer, which will 
take about 30 minutes, and my child’s teacher will perform a ranking activity in order to 
confirm my child's peer social problems. Finally, in order to participate in the study, my 
child will need to score at least in the average range for intelligence as measured by a 
brief form of an intelligence test, if this information is not already available through the 
school. This assessment would take about 30 minutes to complete. 
If my child is eligible to participate in the study, he or she will be involved in an 
activity called peer coaching. My child will work together with a student in his or her 
class (a peer coach) to try to improve the peer social relationships of my child. Peer 
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coaching is a daily activity that takes about 5 minutes each day. At the beginning of each 
day. the peer coach and my child will meet to record a social goal for that day on a daily 
goal form. The peer coach will then remind my child of his or her goal at the beginning 
of the period in which it is to be obtained. During that period, the peer coach will give 
my child positive feedback about his or her behavior. At the end of the period, they will 
complete a rating section on the daily goal form. My child will rate his or her own 
behavior, and the peer coach will also rate my child's behavior. Each week, they will 
receive rewards if my child achieves a certain point average. My child will receive bonus 
points if his or her score matches the score of his or her peer coach. At the end of every 
week I will receive a letter describing my child’s experiences with peer coaching 
throughout the week. 
Both my child and his or her peer coach will be instructed in the study procedures 
and supervised by_, who will be working with the students throughout the 
project. My child’s peer social behaviors will be monitored throughout the study by 
supervised students from UMass Amherst. Data collection will involve direct 
observation of social interactions during activities such as recess and lunch, and scores on 
behavior ratings scales completed by my child and his or her teacher. The rating scales 
will be completed a few times throughout the course of the study, and will take about 15 
minutes to complete. 
The intervention will last approximately 3-4 months during the school year. First, 
baseline data will be collected, while no intervention is in place. Then, peer coaching 
will begin. After a few weeks of participating in peer coaching, the intervention will be 
removed for a period of time in order to determine the effects of the peer coaching. Peer 
coaching will then start again during the final part of the study. 
I understand that information gathered as a part of this project will be used for 
research purposes. The research will attempt to add to our knowledge about interventions 
for improving peer social interactions for children with ADHD. 
All research involves possible risks. In this study, the researchers believe the risks 
are limited to the class time that my child will miss when he or she meets with the peer 
coach. My child’s teacher is aware of this potential difficulty and will make efforts to 
ensure that my child will not miss important information. It is also possible that 
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increased exposure to peers will lead to a greater chance of social problems. Both my 
child and his 01 her peer coach will be closely supervised throughout this project in order 
to minimize potential lisks such as this. It is possible that my child may get along better 
with his or her peers as a result of being in this study. 
I understand that the results of this study will be included in Pamela Plumer s 
doctoral dissertation and may also be included in manuscripts submitted to professional 
journals for publication. All project information obtained about my child and family will 
be held in confidence. Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and 
that can be identified with my child will remain confidential and will be disclosed only 
with my permission. Any information from this study that is used for research purposes 
w'ill be kept confidential by maintaining participant anonymity through the use of 
pseudonyms. Access to data will be restricted to Gary Stoner, Pamela Plumer, 
-- and research assistants for the study. 
I undei stand that paiticipation in this study is completely voluntary. I understand 
that my child will have peer coaching explained to him or her and that the project will 
proceed only if he or she gives written assent. Further, either myself or my child may 
withdraw consent/assent for participation at any time and this decision will not affect my 
relationship with my school or school district. In addition, I will be provided with a copy 
of the results from this study. 
I have read this form which explains the intent of this research project. I have had 
an opportunity to have any questions answered regarding the research, and I understand 
the potential benefits and risks of my child's participation. I will also receive a copy of 
this form for my records. 
Should I have any questions about my treatment or any other matter relative to my 
child's participation in this project, I may call: Gary Stoner at (413)545-1527, or Pamela 
Plumer at_. If I would like to discuss my child's rights as a participant in a 
research study, or wish to speak with someone not directly involved in the study I may 
contact the Human Subjects Administrator at humansubiects@ora.umass.edu: (413) 545- 
3428. 
_I consent to have my child participate in the research study described above. 
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I do not consent to have my child participate in the research study described above. 
Signature (Parent or Guardian) 
Signature (Project Coordinator) 
Date 
Date 
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Consent foi Voluntary Participation for Parents/Legal Guardians of Peer Coach: 
Peer Coaching Project 
Name of Child: _ 
Name of parent/legal guardian: 
Address: 
Telephone: (_) 
My child has been invited to participate in a school-based study on the effects of 
peer coaching on children's social interactions, or how well students get along with each 
other. This study will be conducted at my child's school by Pamela Plumer, a doctoral 
candidate in the School Psychology program at the University of Massachusetts Amherst. 
and a School Psychologist in the __School District, as her dissertation 
reseat ch. She is advised by Dr. Gary Stoner, Director of the School Psychology program 
at the University of Massachusetts. 
This study is investigating the effects peer coaching on the social interactions of 
children w'ho have difficulties getting along well with their peers. My child has been 
identified by his or her teacher as possessing the qualities of an effective peer coach, such 
as an ability to get along well with his or her peers, trustworthiness, and good academic 
performance. Most importantly, my child is someone who is able to get along well with 
the child whom he or she will be coaching. My child will work together with a student in 
his or her class who is experiencing peer social problems to try to improve the student’s 
peer relationships. Peer coaching is a daily activity that takes about 5 minutes each day. 
At the beginning of each day, my child and the student he or she is coaching will choose 
a social goal together for the student and record it on a daily goal form. My child will 
then remind the student of his or her goal at the beginning of the period in which it is to 
be obtained. During that period, my child will give the student positive feedback about 
his or her behavior. At the end of the period, they will complete a rating section on the 
daily goal form. My child will rate the student’s behavior and the student will also rate 
his or her own behavior. Each week, they will receive rewards if the student my child is 
coaching achieves a certain point average. They will receive bonus points if the student’s 
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score matches the score of his or her peer coach. At the end of every week I will receive 
a letter describing my child’s experiences with peer coaching throughout the week. 
Both my child and the student he or she is working with will be trained and 
supervised by_, the School Psychologist at_, who will be 
working with the students throughout the project. The intervention will last through the 
remainder of the school year. 
I understand that information gathered as a part of this project will be used for 
research purposes. The research will attempt to add to our knowledge regarding 
interventions for improving peer social interactions for children experiencing problems 
with their peers. 
All research carries some level of risk or potential harmful effects. The potential 
risks of this study include time spent training to be a peer coach, and time spent engaging 
in the peer coaching tasks mentioned above. My child's teacher is aware of this potential 
difficulty and will make efforts to ensure that my child will not miss important 
information. Other potential risks may include a feeling of responsibility overload, and a 
change in social interactions with peers as a result of the peer coaching role. The project 
members will do their best to keep these costs to a minimum. _will check in 
with my child on a regular basis to ensure that he or she is not overwhelmed. It is 
believed that the benefits of this research will include the opportunity for my child to help 
improve the peer social interactions of the student whom he or she is coaching. 
However, it cannot be guaranteed that my child will personally receive any benefits from 
this research. 
I understand that the results of this study will be included in Pamela Plumer’s 
doctoral dissertation and may also be included in manuscripts submitted to professional 
journals for publication. All project information obtained about my child and family will 
be held in confidence. Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and 
that can be identified with my child will remain confidential and will be disclosed only 
with my permission. Any information from this study that is used for research purposes 
will be kept confidential by maintaining participant anonymity through the use of 
pseudonyms. Access to data will be restricted to Gary Stoner, Pamela Plumer, 
_and research assistants for the study. 
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I understand that participation in this study is completely voluntary. I understand 
that my child will have peer coaching explained to him/her and that the project will 
pioceed only if he or she gives written assent. Further, either myself or my child may 
withdraw consent/assent for participation at any time and this decision will not affect my 
ielationship with my school or school district. In addition, I will be provided with a copy 
of the results from this study. 
I have read this form which explains the intent of this research project. I have had 
an opportunity to have any questions answered regarding the research, and I understand 
the potential benefits and risks of my child s participation. I will also receive a copy of 
this form for my records. 
Should I have any questions about my treatment or any other matter relative to my 
child's participation in this project, I may call: Gary Stoner at (413)545-1527, or Pamela 
Plumer at-. If I would like to discuss my child's rights as a participant in a 
reseaich study, or wish to speak with someone not directly involved in the study I may 
contact the Human Subjects Administrator at humansubiects@ora.umass.edu: (413) 545- 
3428. 
-I consent to have my child participate in the research study described above. 
-I do not consent to have my child participate in the research study described above. 
Signature (Parent or Guardian) Date 
Signature (Project Coordinator) Date 
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Assent for Voluntary Participation for Focus Student: 
Peer Coaching Project 
Name of Child: __ 
Name of parent/legal guardian:  
Address:  
Telephone: (_)_-_ 
I am being asked to participate in a research project about how some activities can 
help students get along better with each other. Mrs. Plumer, the School Psychologist at 
_, and a graduate student from the University of Massachusetts, Amherst 
is leading this study. If I agree to be part of this study, I will participate in peer coaching. 
I will be meeting with another student who will be my coach to try to help me to get 
along better with other students. My peer coach is a student I get along with well, and 
who my teacher thinks will be a good coach. 
The study will last for about three to four months. Before we stall peer coaching, 
my peer coach and I will be trained by_, the School Psychologist at my 
school, and she will be working with us during each week to make sure everything is 
going well. At the beginning of each day, my peer coach and I will pick a social goal for 
me and write it on a daily goal form. Before the period when I am supposed to work on 
my goal, my peer coach will remind me what my goal is. Then, my peer coach will 
check in with me during the period to let me know how I am doing. At the end of the 
period, my peer coach and I will both rate how well we think I did reaching my goal. 
Each week we will get a reward if I earn a certain amount of points. I can get bonus 
points if my score matches my peer coach's score. At the end of every week that we do 
peer coaching a letter about how I did during the week will be sent to my home. During 
part of the spring we will stop peer coaching for a while, and then it will begin again. 
During the study I will also need to fill out a form a few times that will take about 15 
minutes to finish. 
Sometimes students may feel like they are missing out on classroom activities 
because they are spending time with their coach. Some students may also feel upset 
when social interactions don t go the way they hoped or if they are having problems with 
their peer coach. If I have any questions or trouble with the project, I understand that I 
can talk to Mrs. Plumer, my teacher, or_. They will always be happy to talk 
with me about how I feel about being a part of this project. Some good things that might 
happen to me because of this study are that I will have time to spend with another student 
in my class each day and that I might get along better with other students. 
Some days college students from the University of Massachusetts will come to 
observe our classroom. They will collect information about whether peer coaching is 
helping me to get along better with other students. This information won’t be shared, 
unless I give permission, with anyone besides my teacher,__ and the teachers 
and students from the University of Massachusetts working on this project. 
My paiticipation in this study is completely up to me, and I can stop at any time. 
My paients and teachers have said that it is okay for me to be a part of this project if I 
want. When, or if I have any questions I can talk to my parents, my teacher,_ 
or Mrs. Plumer. If I have any questions about this in this project, my parents and I may 
call: Gary Stoner at (413)545-1527, or Pamela Plumer at_. If my parents 
and I would like to talk with someone not directly involved in the study I may contact the 
Human Subjects Administrator at UMass at humansubiects@ora.umass.edu: (413) 545- 
3428. 
I have read the information above and all of my questions about this study have 
been answered. 
-I agree to be a part of the research study described above. 
-I do not agree to be a part of the research study described above. 
Signature (Student) Date 
Signature (Parent/Legal Guardian) Date 
Signature (Project Coordinator) Date 
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Assent for Voluntary Participation for Peer Coach: 
Peer Coaching Project 
Name of Child: __ 
Name of parent/legal guardian:  
Address: __ 
Telephone: (_)_-_ 
I am being asked to participate in a research project about how some activities can 
help students get along better with each other. Mrs. Plumer, a graduate student from the 
University of Massachusetts, Amherst, and a School Psychologist in the_ 
Schools, is leading this study. If I agree to be part of this study, I will participate in peer 
coaching. As a peer coach I will try to help a student in my class to get along better with 
other students. My teacher selected me as a peer coach because I get along well with 
other students in my class, including the student I will be coaching. 
The study will last until the end of the school year. Before we start peer coaching, 
my peer coach and I will be trained by_. the School Psychologist at_, 
and she will be working with us during each week to make sure everything is going well. 
The student I am coaching and I will meet every day for about 5 minutes. At the 
beginning of each day, we will pick a social goal together for the student I am coaching 
and we will write it on a daily goal form. Before the period when he or she is supposed 
to work on the goal I will remind the student what his or her goal is. Then, I will check 
in with the student during the period to let the student know how he or she is doing. At 
the end of the period, we will both rate how well we think the student did reaching his or 
her goal. Each week we will get a reward if the student I am coaching earns a certain 
amount of points. The student can get bonus points if my score matches his or her score. 
At the end of ever}' week that we do peer coaching a letter about how I did during the 
week will be sent to my home. 
I understand by volunteering to be a coach I have to give up about 5 minutes of 
my time every school day and sometimes this may be at lunch or recess. There also may 
be some times when the student I am coaching may be difficult to work with but my 
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teacher, Mrs. Plumer, and-will be there to support me. This opportunity will 
be a good learning expeiience and I will have a chance to help a student in my class get 
along better with other students. 
Some days college students from the University of Massachusetts will come to 
observe our classroom. They will collect information about whether peer coaching is 
helping the student I am coaching to get along better with other students. This 
infoimation won t be shared, unless I give permission, with anyone besides my teacher, 
-- and the teachers and students from the University of Massachusetts. 
My pat ticipation in this study is completely up to me, and I can stop at any time. 
My parents and teacheis have said that it is okay for me to be a pail of this project if I 
want. When, or if I have any questions I can talk to my parents, my teacher,_ 
or Mrs. Plumer. If I have any questions about this in this project, my parents and I may 
call. Gary Stonei at (413)545-1527, or Pamela Plumer at_If my parents 
and I would like to talk with someone not directly involved in the study I may contact the 
Human Subjects Administrator at UMass at humansubiects@ora.umass.edu: (413) 545- 
3428. 
I have read the information above and all of my questions about this study have 
been answered. 
I agree to be a part of the research study described above. 
I do not agree to be a part of the research study described above. 
Signature (Student) Date 
Signature (Parent/Legal Guardian) Date 
Signature (Project Coordinator) Date 
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Consent for Voluntary Participation for Parents/Legal Guardians of Comparison Peer: 
Peer Coaching Project 
Name of Child: _ 
Name of parent/legal guardian:  
Address:  
Telephone: (_)_-_ 
My child has been asked to participate in a school-based study on the effects of 
peer coaching on children's social interactions that will last through the rest of the school 
year. This study will be conducted at my child's school by Pamela Plumer, the School 
Psychologist at_, and a doctoral candidate in the School Psychology program at 
the University of Massachusetts Amherst, as her dissertation research. She is advised by 
Dr. Gary Stoner, Director of the School Psychology program at the University of 
Massachusetts. 
I understand that information gathered as a part of this project will be used for 
research purposes. The research will attempt to add to our knowledge regarding 
interventions for improving peer social interactions for children experiencing problems 
with their peers. 
In order to better understand the behavior of children experiencing peer social 
problems, the researchers need to collect data for comparison peer students who get along 
well with their peers. My child has been identified by his or her teacher as a student who 
gets along well with his or her peers. As a comparison peer in this study, students from 
the University of Massachusetts will be observing my child's social behaviors during 
recess and lunch. Also, my child, as well as his or her teacher, will complete a few 
behavior rating scales throughout the course of the study. This consent form is for 
permission for students at the University of Massachusetts to observe my child’s 
behavior, and for my child and his or her teacher to complete behavior rating scales, 
which take about 15 minutes each. My child will need to take time throughout the course 
of the study to complete these rating scales. However, he or she is not being asked to 
participate in any other way in this study. 
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1 understand that the results of this study will be included in Pamela Plumer’s 
doctoral dissertation and may also be included in manuscripts submitted to professional 
journals for publication. Any information that is obtained in connection with this study 
and that can be identified with my child will remain confidential and will be disclosed 
only with my permission. Any information from this study that is used for research 
purposes will be kept confidential by maintaining participant anonymity through the use 
of pseudonyms. Access to data will be restricted to Gary Stoner, Pamela Plumer. and 
other research assistants for the study. 
I understand that participation in this study is completely voluntary. My child is 
present at the time we are reviewing this form, and I understand that my child will only 
participate in this study if he or she agrees to and signs below. Further, either myself or 
my child may withdraw consent/assent for participation at any time and this decision will 
not affect my relationship with my school or school district. In addition, I will be 
provided with a copy of the results from this study. 
I have read this form which explains the intent of this research project. I have had 
an opportunity to have any questions answered regarding the research, and I understand 
the potential benefits and risks of my child's participation. I will also receive a copy of 
this form for my records. 
Should I have any questions about my treatment or any other matter relative to my 
child's participation in this project, I may call: Gary Stoner at (413)545-1527, or Pamela 
Plumer at_. If I would like to discuss my child's rights as a participant in a 
research study, or wish to speak with someone not directly involved in the study I may 
contact the Human Subjects Administrator at humansubiects@ora.umass.edu: (413) 545- 
3428. 
_I consent to have my child participate in the research study described above. 
_I do not consent to have my child participate in the research study described above. 
Signature (Parent or Guardian) Date 
I agree to be a part of the research study described above. 
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I do not agree to be a part of the research study described above. 
Signature (Student) Date 
Signature (Project Coordinator) Date 
V APPENDIX B 
CLASS RANKING ACTIVITY 
Teacher Name_School_ 
Please rank-order the students in your classroom, indicating the extent to which the students 
experience problems with peer social interactions. The child with the least difficulties with his or 
her peeis will receive the lowest rank (J), and the child with the most difficulties with his or her 
peers will receive the highest rank. 
Children experiencing peer social difficulties may experience some of the following: 
- is not often invited to join activities by peers 
- has trouble initiating or joining conversations with peers 
- has difficulty controlling temper w'hen angry - does not interact with a wide variety of peers 
- has a difficult time understanding the problems and needs of others 
- aigues with peers - has difficulty cooperating with other students 
- is not well-respected or “looked up to” by peers 
Student’s Rank Student’s Name 
1 (least difficulties) 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 --- 
21 -- 
22 
23 
24 
25 
_ 
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APPENDIX C 
PEER COACHING MANUAL 
Coacfimg AfianuaF 
Section 1: Introduction to the Peer Coaching Process 
Section 2: Participants 
Section 3: Training 
Section 4: Forms 
Form 1: Peer Coaching Steps 
Form 2: Student's Daily Goal Steps 
Form 3: Daily Goal Form 
Form 4: Reward Menu 
Form 5: Weekly Goal Table 
Form 6: Letter to Family for Student 
Form 7: Letter to Family for Peer Coach 
Form 8: Sample Goal Form 
Created by: 
Pamela Plumer 
University of Massachusetts, Amherst 
pplumer@educ.umass.edu 
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Section 1: 
Introduction to the Peer Coaching Process 
Peei Coaching is a process that was developed in order to have students help each 
other achieve goals in school. Sometimes students have a hard time getting along with 
their peers oi staying on-task throughout the day. It is difficult for the teacher to always 
be watching to see if someone is doing well in class. There are many times during the 
day that students are working or playing with each other without their teacher watching 
them very closely, like recess or lunch. Some students could benefit from a peer helping 
them pay attention to how they are getting along with their peers. Peer Coaching has two 
students from the same classroom work together during the day. The Peer Coach and the 
student pick a Daily Goal at the beginning of each day, and the Peer Coach helps the 
student to achieve that goal. The Peer Coach acts as an extra helper so the student can 
achieve his 01 her goal through providing reminders and feedback, and also watching to 
make sure the goal is achieved. At the end of the week, if the student has done well 
achieving his or her Daily Goals, then the student will receive a reward for his or her hard 
work. The Peer Coach will also receive a reward for helping the student throughout the 
week. While the two students work alone most of the week, they will have an adult 
supervisor working with them and helping them with the different steps of the process. 
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Section 2: 
Participants 
Peer Coaching involves three key participants. These are the Peer Coach, the 
student working toward Daily Goals, and the adult Supervisor. The Peer Coach and the 
student working toward Daily Goals are both chosen by their classroom teacher. It is 
very important that both students agree to participate and are interested in the Peer 
Coaching process. 
Adult Supervisor 
The adult Supervisor is responsible for training the students in the Peer Coaching 
process, and works with the students every week to make sure the process is working 
well. The Supervisor does not have to be the teacher in the students' classroom. 
Student working toward Daily Goals 
The student working toward Daily Goals is chosen because he or she is having 
difficulty getting along with his or her peers at school. The goal of Peer Coaching is to 
increase the amounts of positive social interactions and decrease the amounts of negative 
social interactions that the student has throughout the day. The student's goal is to 
monitor his or her own behavior in order to earn a reward each week, and the peer coach 
is there to help the student achieve these goals. 
Peer Coach 
The Peer Coach is a student who gets along well with the students in his or her 
class and wrould work well with the other student in the Peer Coaching process. He or 
she should be someone who is seen as responsible and reliable by his or her teacher. The 
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Peer Coach should also be enthusiastic and positive about the Peer Coaching process, and 
should be interested in helping the other student to succeed. The role of the peer coach is 
to help the target student set social goals by acting as a coach, or someone the target 
student will check-in with on a daily basis. 
Section 3: 
Training 
The first step in the training process is a meeting with the Supervisor and the two 
students that will last approximately one hour. In this meeting, the Supervisor will 
discuss the information mentioned above and provide the Peer Coaching Binder to the 
students to review the materials. 
During this meeting, the students will be told that they can always speak to the 
Supervisor during the week for any help. Also, they will choose another adult with 
whom they can speak if the Supervisor is not available. It is the Supervisor’s 
responsibility to inform the students’ teachers about what they will be doing. 
After the training, the students will start the Peer Coaching process in their 
classroom. For the first day, the Supervisor will be there to help with all of the steps. 
After the first day, only the two students will be involved. The Supervisor will meet with 
the students together once per week to talk about how the process is working, discuss 
social goals, and administer rewards. The Supervisor should also occasionally observe 
the students throughout the week to ensure that Peer Coaching is going well. 
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Introduction to Peer Coaching 
At the beginning of the training session, the Supervisor will provide an 
introduction to Peer Coaching to the students and will explain the roles of the different 
participants. The Supervisor should emphasize that the student and the Peer Coach will 
be working together, and the Peer Coach is not going to be telling the student what to do. 
They are to work together to devise goals, and the coach is there to remind the student of 
the goal, and provide positive feedback throughout the day. 
Determining Daily Goals 
After introducing the process and discussing the roles, the Supervisor will help 
the students come up with some initial Daily Goals that are appropriate for the student. 
Example of a Daily Goal: 
Sam sometimes has a hard time getting along with Colby during recess. 
They sometimes get into arguments, especially dining basketball. Sam’s 
Daily Goal is to invite Colby to play on his basketball team during 
recess and not argue with him during the period. 
The initial list of sample daily goals will be included on the Sample Goal Form in 
the binder. 
Directions for the Peer Coaching Process 
The forms that accompany this manual describe the Peer Coaching process for 
both of the students. The Peer Coach’s form is called “Peer Coaching Steps” and the 
form for the student working toward a daily goal is called “Daily Goal Steps.” 
122 
Laminated copies of these forms will be kept in the students’ desks. Copies wall also be 
included in the Peer Coaching Binder. Both students will use the Daily Goal Form. 
At the beginning of the day, the two students will meet to decide on a Daily Goal. 
They will then write the Daily Goal on the top of the Daily Goal Form in the Peer 
Coaching Binder. At the beginning of the period in which the goal is to be achieved, the 
Peei Coach will look at the Daily Goal form with the student and remind him or her what 
the goal is. During that period, the Peer Coach will again remind the student of the goal, 
and let the student know if he or she is doing a go.od job trying to achieve the goal. At 
the end of the period, the students will fill out the rating section of the Daily Goal Form. 
The Peer Coach will circle his or her score first and cover the answer. The student will 
then circle his or her rating. 
Rating System 
As indicated on the Daily Goal Form, four points is considered Honors, three 
points is considered Satisfactory, two is Needs improvement, and one is Unsatisfactory. 
The following are definitions for the categories: 
Honors: 
■ The target student does not experience any difficulties reaching his or 
her goal 
Satisfactory: 
■ The student has one or two minor difficulties reaching his or her goal 
Minor difficulties include arguing with a peer, or breaking a rule of a 
group game, as it relates to the daily goal. 
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■ The student may receive one or two warnings from the supervising 
teacher, or feedback from his or her peer coach. 
■ A Satisfactory score indicates that the student quickly displays 
appropriate behavior following the warnings or feedback. 
Needs Improvement: 
■ The target student has several (three or more) problems working 
toward his or her goal (including arguing with peers or breaking rules 
of games, as they relate to the daily goal). 
■ The student may receive several warnings from the supervising teacher 
about his or her behavior or feedback from the peer coach, and he or 
she quickly displays appropriate behavior following the warnings or 
feedback. 
Unsatisfactory: 
■ The student has three or more problems working toward his or her 
goal. Any serious rule violations relating to the daily goal, such as 
hitting another student, would result in an unsatisfactory score. 
■ The student's behavior does nor change in response to teacher 
warnings or feedback from the peer coach. 
If the scores are within one point of each other, the student receives the peer 
coach’s score for his or her “Points for the Day.” If both students circle the same 
number, a bonus point gets added to the score they circled. If the scores are two or more 
points from each other, the student receives a score of one for that day. The students then 
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record the "Points for the Day," transfer this information to the Weekly Goal Table, and 
close the binder. 
Rewards 
At the end of each week that Peer Coaching is implemented, the students may 
earn rewaids foi their performance. Both the Peer Coach and the student workins toward 
the goals receive a reward if the student earned a certain point average throughout the 
week. The students will compile a list of three possible weekly rewards and complete the 
Rewaid Menu during the training session. The Weekly scores will be based on the 
a\ erage score for the week, rounded to one decimal place. The point ranges are the 
following: Reward 3: average of 3.0-3.9 points, Reward 2: average of 4.0-4.9 points. 
Reward 1: 5 points. The Reward Menu will be completed during the training, and 
finalized once the students’ teachers approve of the rewards. 
During the Peer Coaching process, at the end of the week, the students will 
calculate their average score for the week on the Weekly Goal Table. The supervisor 
may also help the students calculate this score if necessary. Once the students have 
determined which reward they have earned, they will then show the supervisor the 
Average Score, and tell the supervisor which goal they have achieved. The supervisor 
will complete the information on the “Letter to Families” form and will send the letter 
home with the students at the end of the week. The Supervisor will work with the 
students and their teachers to ensure that the reward is delivered each week as earned. 
Practice Exercises 
Once the roles and the steps of the intervention have been explained to the 
students, and they have compiled a list of social goals and they have completed the 
Sample Goal form and the Reward Menu, they will practice the peer coaching steps. 
They will use social goals that were generated for the Sample Goal Form and complete 
the Daily Goal Form. The supervisor will provide them with sample scores, and they will 
have to determine the amount of points that were earned for each day. They will also 
practice calculating the average score for the week. They will be asked questions about 
the steps of the process for each sample goal. When they are able to provide the correct 
steps, complete a daily goal form, and transfer the score to the weekly goal table without 
mistakes, the training will be concluded. 
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Section 4: Forms 
Form 1: Peer Coaching Steps 
Form 2: Student’s Daily Goal Steps 
Form 3: Daily Goal Form 
Form 4: Reward Menu 
Form 5: Weekly Goal Table 
Form 6: Letter to Family for Student 
Form 7: Letter to Family for Peer Coach 
Form 8: Sample Goal Form 
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coff s Peer Coacfemgf Sfzps 
1. Pick the Daily Goal together with Adam and 
write it on the Daily Goal Form at the beginning of 
the day. 
2. Remind Adam what his goal is at the beginning 
of the period. 
3. Look and see what Adam is doing during that 
period. 
4. At the end of the period circle your rating in 
the "Scott's Rating" section of the Daily Goal form 
5. Record the number of points Adam earned for 
that day on the Daily Goal Form and the Weekly 
Goal Table. 
6. Place the Daily Goal Form in the Peer Coaching 
binder. 
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Adam’s Daafy Goaf Sf«|ss 
1. You and Scott will select a goal together at 
the beginning of the day and write it on the 
Daily Goal Form. 
2. Scott will remind you what your goal is at the 
beginning of the period. 
3. You will try to earn your goal and Scott will 
observe how you are doing during this period. 
4. At the end of the period circle your rating in 
the "Adam's Rating" section of the Daily Goal 
Form. 
5. You and Scott will record the number of 
points you earned during the day on the Daily 
Goal Form and the Weekly Goal Table. 
6. You and Scott will place the Daily Goal Form 
in the Peer Coaching Binder. 
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Date: 
* * 
Adam’s Daafy Goaf 
My Goal is 
Adam's rating'. (circle one) 
Unsatisfactory Needs Satisfactory Honors 
improvement 
3 4 
Scott's Rating: (circle one) 
Unsatisfactory Needs Satisfactory Honors 
Improvement 
I 2 3 4 
Points for the Day: 
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Reward Mznu 
Reward 1 
Reward 2_ 
Reward 3___ 
Point Range for Rewards 
Reward 3: Average of 3.0-3.9 points 
Reward 2: Average of 4.0-4.9 points 
Reward 1: 5 points 
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reer Coachings Lefter to Family for Student 
Date: 
Dear Mr. And Mrs. 
This letter is to let you know how Adam did in earning his goals for 
this week. ^ k* 
M 
This week he earned a total of points. 
He DID / DID NOT earn a weekly reward. 
His reward was 
Other Comments: 
Sincerely, 
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Peer Coachings Laffer to Family for Pet.r Coach 
Date:_ 
Dear Mr. And Mrs._, 
This letter is to let you know how Scott did working with Adam on 
Peer Coaching this week. 
This week they earned a total of_points. 
They DID / DID NOT earn a weekly reward. 
Their reward was___. 
Other Comments: 
Sincerely, 
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Goal 1 
Goal 2: 
& « 
anpJe Goal Form 
JH 
£> 
Goal 3: 
Goal 4: 
Goal 5: 
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APPENDIX D 
ADDENDUM TO PEER COACHING MANUAL 
Forms created by the second peer coaching supervisor and provided to the primary 
investigator 
w* 
Calculating Points for the Day 
t^If the two scores are within one point of each other, the 
student receive the peer coach's score. 
My Rating 1 2 (jf) 4 
Peer Coach's Rating 1 3 4 
Points for the Day: 2 
tH>if you circle the same score, you get a bonus point. 
My Rating 1 (z) 3 4 
Peer Coach's Rating 1 (z) 3 4 
Points for the Day: 3 
the two scores are two or more points from each other, 
the student receives a score of 1 for that day. 
My Rating 1 2 3 (J) 
Peer Coach's Rating 1 |2i 3 4 
^y Points for the Day: 1 
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Calculating Average Score to Determine Reward 
Earned 
Step 1. Add up all scores for the week 
Stg.P_.2- Divide total (from step #1 'T) by the total number of 
days for that week. 
St^p_3. The result of step #2 is your "Average Score" 
Example 1: 
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 
2 1 3 3 2 
Step 1. 2 + 1 + 3 + 3+2 = 11 
Step 2. 11 1 5 = 2.2 
Step 3. Average Score is 2.2 points 
Example 2: 
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 
ab^erct 4 3 3 2 
Step 1. 4 + 3 + 3 + 2 = 12 
Step 2. 12 i 4 = 3 
Step 3. Average Score is 3 points 
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APPENDIX E 
TREATMENT INTEGRITY QUESTIONS 
Peer Coaching Study 
Treatment Integrity Questions 
Can the students state the peer coaching steps to you during your weekly meeting? 
Pick a goal/write together at the beginning of every day? Yes No 
Peer Coach reminds student of goal? Yes No 
Student works on goal/peer coach looks/checks? Yes No 
Circle their ratings? Yes No 
Record their points on Daily Goal and Weekly Table? Yes No 
Comments? 
Did the students remember to fill out their forms every day? Yes No 
Did the students forget any steps throughout the week? Yes No 
If they forgot, which ones did they forget? 
Any othci problems/challenges this week? 
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APPENDIX F 
SOCIAL VALIDITY INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
Names Date 
Did you enjoy participating in the study? The peer coaching activities? 
What were the parts you enjoyed? 
Were there parts that were difficult/hard or things you didn't like? 
Focus Student: Do you think the activities helped you at all? How? Did you learn 
anything new/do you feel/think differently? 
Peer Coach: Do you think the activities helped the focus student at all? How? Did it help 
you at all? Did you learn anything new/do you feel/think differently? 
Did you know how to do all of the steps/parts of the activities? 
How did you like working with your supervisor? 
Is there anything you would change? 
Would you recommend peer coaching to other students? 
Any other comments? 
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APPENDIX G 
SCHOOL SOCIAL BEHAVIOR SCALES, SECOND EDITION (SSBS-2) TABLE 
Social Competence Antisocial Behavior 
Self- Social Anti- Antisocial 
Peer Management/ Academic Competance Hostile/ Social/ Defiant/ Behavior 
Relations Compliance Behavior Total Irritable Aggressive Disruptive Total 
Focus Students Level2 Level Level Level Level Level Level Level 
Adam 
Baseline At-Risk Average At-Risk At-Risk Average Average Average Average 
Peer Coaching 1 Average Average At-Risk Average Average Average Average Average 
Return to Baseline Average Average Average Average Average Average Average Average 
Peer Coaching 2 Average Average Average Average Average Average Average Average 
Jessica 
Baseline Average Average Average Average Average At-Risk Average Average 
Peer Coaching 1 Average Average Average Average Average Average Average Average 
Peer Coaching 2 Average Average Average Average Average At-Risk Average Average 
Thomas 
Baseline Average Average At-Risk At-Risk Average Average At-Risk Average 
Peer Coaching 1 Average Average Average Average Average Average Average Average 
Peer Coaching 2 Average Average Average Average Average Average Average Average 
Comparison Peers 
John 
Baseline 
Peer Coaching 1 
Return to Baseline 
Peer Coaching 2 
High 
High 
High 
High 
Average 
Average 
High 
Average 
Average 
High 
Average 
Averase 
Average 
Average 
Average 
High 
Average 
Average 
Average 
Average 
Average 
Average 
Average 
Average 
Average 
Average 
Average 
Average 
Average 
Average 
Average 
Average 
Kristin 
Baseline Average Average Average Average Average Average Average Average 
Peer Coaching 1 Average Average Average Average Average Average Average Average 
Peer Coaching 2 Averaae Average Average Average Average Average Average Average 
Justin 
Basline Average Average Average Average Average Average Average Average 
Peer Coaching 1 Average Average Average Average Average Average Average Average 
Peer Coaching 2 Average Average Average Average Average Average Average Average 
a Social Functioning Level 
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APPENDIX H 
SOCIAL SKILLS RATING SYSTEM (SSRS): SOCIAL SKILLS QUESTIONNAIRE- 
TEACHER FORM TABLE 
Cooperation 
Social Skills 
Assertion Self Control 1 Total 
Focus Students Level3 Level Level Level 
Adam 
Baseline Fewer Average Average Fewer 
Peer Coaching 1 Fewer Average Average Average 
Return to Baseline Average Average Average Average 
Peer Coaching 2 Average Average Average Average 
Jessica 
Baseline N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Peer Coaching 1 Average More Average Average 
Peer Coaching 2 Fewer Average Fewer Average 
Thomas 
Baseline N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Peer Coaching 1 Average Average Average Average 
Peer Coaching 2 Average Average Average Average 
Comparison Peers 
John 
Baseline Average More Average Average 
Peer Coaching 1 Average Average Average Average 
Return to Baseline Average More Average Average 
Peer Coaching 2 Average More Average More 
Kristin 
Baseline N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Peer Coaching 1 Average Average Average Average 
Peer Coaching 2 Average Average Average Average 
Justin 
Basline N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Peer Coaching 1 Average Average More Average 
Peer Coaching 2 Average Average Average Average 
a Behavior Level 
N/A = Not Available 
Academic 
Externalizing 
Problem Behaviors 
Internalizing Hyperactivity Total 
Competence 
Total 
Level Level Level Level Level 
Average More More More Below 
Average Average Average Average Average 
Average Average Average Average Average 
Average Average Average Average Average 
More Average More More Below 
Average Average Average Average Below 
More Average More More Below 
Average More More More Below 
Average More Average Average Belowr 
Average More Average Average Below 
Average Average Average Average Average 
Average Average Average Fewer Average 
Average Average Average Few'er Average 
Average Average Average Average Average 
Average More Average Average Below 
Average More Average Average Below 
Average More Average More Below 
Average Average Average Average Average 
Average Average Average Average Average 
Average Average Average Average Average 
APPENDIX I 
SOCIAL SKILLS RATING SYSTEM (SSRS): SOCIAL SKILLS QUESTIONNAIRE- 
STUDENT FORM TABLE 
Social Skills 
Cooperation Assertion Empathy Self-Control Total 
Focus Students Level*1 Level Level Level Level 
Adam 
Baseline Average Average More Average Average 
Peer Coaching 1 Average Average Average Average Average 
Return to Baseline Average Average Average Average More 
Peer Coaching 2 Average Average Average More More 
Jessica 
Baseline Average Average Average Average Average 
Peer Coaching 1 Average Average Average Average Average 
Peer Coaching 2 Average Average Average Average Average 
Thomas 
Baseline Fewer Fewer Average Fewer Fewer 
Peer Coaching 1 Average Average Average Average Average 
Peer Coaching 2 Fewer Fewer Average Average Fewer 
Comparison Peers 
John 
Baseline Average Average Average Average More 
Peer Coaching 1 Average Average Average Average Average 
Return to Baseline Average Average Average Average Average 
Peer Coach in 2 2 Average Average Fewer Average Average 
Kristin 
Baseline Average Average Average Average Average 
Peer Coaching 1 Fewer Fewer Fewer Fewer Fewer 
Peer Coaching 2 Fewer Average Average Average Average 
Justin 
Basline Average Average Average Average Average 
Peer Coaching 1 Fewer Fewer Average Average Average 
Peer Coaching 2 Fewer Average Fewer Fewer Fewer 
a Behavior Level 
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APPENDIX J 
RESULTS FROM SOCIAL VALIDITY INTERVIEWS 
Teacher Results 
Both duiing and after the study, neither of the teachers voiced any concerns with 
regard to the procedures or time commitment involved in the activities. While she was 
still concerned with Adam’s classroom performance at the end of the study, particularly 
his giades and inability to focus, Adam s teacher noted that she saw improvements in his 
lelationships with his peers. She said he spent less time alone, and he was spending more 
time with students in his grade (fifth), while prior to the study he spent most of his time 
with children in fourth grade during recess. She also noted that he initiated social 
interactions with the boys in his class more often at the end of the study. An example 
included that Adam did not like to play football at the start of the study, which was a 
daily activity for Adam's fifth grade male peers during recess. By the end of the study, 
Adam sometimes played football with his peers. After the study, his teacher was 
informed that she was going to receive a gift certificate to thank her for participating in 
the study (for which she was unaware), and she noted, “Seeing Adam playing football 
with the ‘boys’ is reward enough for me.” 
Jessica’s teacher felt that the intervention helped improve Jessica’s recess 
behaviors. Their teacher noted that Jessica and her peer coach enjoyed getting prizes 
every week. When the first peer coaching phase began, Jessica’s teacher said, ‘’Both of 
the girls came back from the meeting very excited. Jessica showed me her binder and 
couldn’t wait to work on her goal.” Her teacher stated that Jessica was getting in less 
fights at recess at the conclusion of the study. However, she was concerned that Jessica 
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was still having difficulties at times of the day when she was less likely to be seen, such 
as in the bathroom and hallway. 
At the conclusion of the study Thomas’s teacher stated that she felt Thomas w>as 
‘‘emotional and needy" and that he likely needed more help than the intervention could 
provide. However, after the final phase of the study, she also noted that, ‘‘During the past 
month I have seen an improvement in Thomas's ability to use self-control when upset or 
angry. He is a sensitive person." 
Supervisor Results 
A few challenges were noted by the peer coaching supervisors, including the 
primary investigator. Thomas’s supervisor noted that it was challenging to work with 
Thomas and Chris due to their absences. Additionally, Thomas would often seek out the 
supervisor and need individual attention that added to the time required by the supervisor 
in implementing the activities. This was particularly challenging given the fact that she 
was also supervising Jessica and Sara. Coordinating the time required to meet with the 
students was difficult at times since both supervisors were also working as School 
Psychologists/Interns and had a number of responsibilities. 
Student Results 
Adam and Scott 
Adam and his peer coach, Scott, noted that they both enjoyed participating in the 
study. While they liked earning a reward each week, they said that they felt other aspects 
of the intervention were “more powerful.’’ In fact, Scott wmld often give his weekly 
reward to his younger brother. Adam and Scott both reported that they could remember 
the peer coaching steps and understand the procedures, as demonstrated by the treatment 
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integrity checks. When the study was concluded, the supervisor informed the students 
that they could stop working on the activities, and due to time constraints, they would 
meet as a group in a few days for an interview. Although the boys knew it was not 
necessary, they decided to continue the activities until the meeting was held. 
Duiing the interview, Scott stated that he felt good because he got to know Adam 
more, and it was good to see Adam playing with other people. He also stated that it was 
good to see Adam made fun of less, because people -didn't think much of him" before. 
He found it hard at times when he noticed other children talking behind Adam’s back, 
and Scott said he would tell the students, “It's just him," referring to Adam, and, ‘‘It’s not 
his fault. He noted that he played with Adam more often, but not during every recess, 
and people started to ask him if Adam was his friend, since his friends noticed that Scott 
was working with Adam on daily activities. When talking about Adam, Scott stated that 
he thought the activities were helpful for his future," and he would recommend the 
activities to others if they had the same types of problems. 
Adam reported that he thought the activities were fun and before he participated 
in them he felt lonely. He said that when he started working on goals he began making 
new friends. He and Scott noted that Adam started participating in the football game at 
recess. They both said they felt fine with their roles in the project. At one point in the 
study, Adam and Scott expressed that they would have liked to have been able to include 
classroom behavior goals, and not just social goals, in order to help Adam improve his 
classroom behavior. Both students reported that it was likely they would ‘'hang-out" 
more with each other after the study concluded. 
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Jessica and Sara 
Jessica and her peer coach, Sara, stated that they enjoyed participating in the 
study and the peer coaching activities. Jessica claimed that her favorite part of the project 
was getting prizes and points, while Sara noted that she also enjoyed the “rating part.” 
When asked if any of the steps were difficult, Jessica said that they sometimes forgot to 
do the ratings, but they remembered the next morning and completed that step. Jessica 
thought the intervention helped her by setting goals, such as trying to be nice to others on 
the playground. She and Sara felt that the activities helped Jessica get in fights less often 
during recess. They enjoyed working with their supervisor and when asked if they would 
change anything about the activities, they said no. However, Jessica stated that she 
would like to be a peer coach someday. They also said they would recommend the 
activities to other children. 
Thomas and Beth 
Thomas and his final peer coach, Beth, completed the interview at the conclusion 
of the study. An interview was not conducted with his first peer coach, Chris, since he 
left school earlier in the year. Thomas and Beth both reported that they enjoyed 
participating in the activities. Thomas said he wished he could do it again because he had 
fun. He also noted that he thought Chris liked getting the prizes, including toy cars and 
binders. Thomas said he enjoyed going outside and having fun, getting rewards, and 
working with Chris and Beth. He claimed that everyone wanted to be his peer coach. 
Beth said that she liked getting the rewards. When asked if any parts of the activities 
were difficult, Beth said there were none, and Thomas stated that he would get “freaked” 
because a "teacher” was following him around during recess (the observers). When 
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asked if he felt the activities helped him, Thomas said that he thought they helped him 
"cool himself down." He said he felt differently and he liked “doing goals” and spending 
moie time with his cousin during recess. Beth also thought the intervention helped 
Thomas, but she could not provide details. Thomas acknowledged that throughout the 
study they would occasionally forget parts of the activities. Thomas and Beth both 
enjoyed working with their supervisor. They said they would not change anything about 
the activities, and they would recommend peer coaching to other students. Thomas noted 
that he would like to take a turn being a peer coach. 
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